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This study was designed to determine the effectiveness of a structured note-taking and written 
retell intervention on improving reading comprehension in high school age students. The 
participants for this study were two freshmen, one male and one female, at a high school in a 
large urban Midwestern city. In order to qualify for the study, participants needed to score at 
least two levels below their current grade level on the Qualitative Reading Inventory (QRI-5: 
Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). Reading comprehension growth was measured using the QRI-5 as the 
pretest and the posttest. One student was chosen at random to participate in the experimental 
condition, while the other student only attended typical coursework as the control condition. The 
student in the experimental condition participated in ten one-to-one intervention sessions over 
the course of five weeks. Each intervention session included modeling of the note-taking skill, 
practice retelling a text, and answer comprehension questions. After the intervention, both 
participants were given a posttest to determine growth. The participant in the experimental 
condition increased her reading comprehension level more than the student in the control group. 
This suggests that the intervention was successful at improving reading comprehension in high 
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 As a classroom teacher, I was frequently faced with the challenge of teaching a class of 
students with a wide range of reading ability. Students were reading anywhere from three grades 
below grade level to three grades above grade level. Finding instructional strategies and practices 
to help encourage reading growth for all students was difficult and often left me frustrated. The 
action research described in this thesis was designed to be incorporated into any reading 
curriculum and determine instructional practices that lead to the fastest growth in reading ability 
possible for students reading at a variety of reading levels.  
 The intervention designed for this action research contained two components: structured 
note-taking with a graphic organizer and writing retells of a passage. The idea for having 
students use a graphic organizer to take structured notes while reading came from my own 
experience as a classroom teacher. I noticed that when I provided a structured way for students to 
take notes, they remembered more of the passage. I did not have any empirical data on if the use 
of a graphic organizer was effective at improving reading comprehension so the study was 
designed to determine its effectiveness. The idea for having students retell passages was inspired 
by research done by Gambrell, Koskinen, and Kapinus (1991). Their study determined the that 
having students write or give an oral retell of a passage led to greater growth in reading ability 
than having students review the passage after reading. Further research by Gambrell, Pfeiffer, 
and Wilson (1985) determined that having students retell a passage increased reading 
comprehension faster than having students illustrate passages. Both of the studies described 
above were conducted with elementary aged students. The current action research was designed 
to add to the existing research on retelling interventions by testing the effectiveness of a retelling 
intervention with high school age students. 
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Background of the Study 
 The action research was conducted at a small Christian high school located in a large 
Midwestern city. The overall reading level of students at the school varies widely as shown by scores on 
coursework in reading class, quizzes, and assessments. The intervention in the action research was 
designed specifically to meet College Reading Standards (ACT, Inc., 2016) that address finding the main 
idea and supporting details of a passage. Previous research on retelling interventions (Gambrel et al., 
1985; Gambrel et al., 1991) prove that having elementary students engage in written retells after reading a 
passage can lead to an improvement in overall reading level. This research seeks to replicate the results 
shown in those studies with high school age students. 
Overview of the Study and Timeline 
The action research described focuses on two freshmen students who attend a Christian 
choice school in a large Midwestern city. The participants in the study were recommended by the 
Freshmen English teacher based on observations from class. The teacher was asked to 
recommend students that were struggling to complete coursework and seemed to have 
difficulties with reading comprehension. After receiving recommendations, only two students, 
one male and one female, were able to participate in the study. To qualify for the study, the 
students needed to score at least two years below grade level on the Qualitative Reading 
Inventory, Fifth Edition (QRI-5; Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). At the start of the study both 
participants scored low in the percentage of the story retold and comprehension question portions 
of the test, while performing well in the oral reading portion of the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 
2011). Both of the students had attended the school since the beginning of the year and were in 
the second quarter of their freshmen year throughout the duration of the study. Both students 
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were 14 years old, African American, and qualified for free and reduced lunch program upon 
enrollment for their freshmen year.  
 The reading ability and level of students in the sample pool that the participants were 
drawn from varies greatly. The school curriculum is designed to align with the Common Core 
State Standards (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2012) and College Readiness 
Standards (ACT, Inc., 2016). The emphasis of both sets of standards is to teach students to learn 
independently from complex texts in all subject areas. Overall achievement is directly connected 
to reading ability, making school coursework extremely challenging for students that are below 
grade level or have reading difficulties. 
 At the time of data collection, both students were participating in normal instruction in all 
classes. They were receiving literacy instruction in four of the seven classes they were enrolled 
in. In class, both students quickly follow directions and attempt to complete all the work, but 
neither shared answers unless directly prompted by a teacher. 
 In summary, this study addresses two questions, 1) Does instruction on structured note 
taking improve reading comprehension? and 2) Does repeated practice of writing a retell of a 
text increase reading comprehension? To answer these questions, one participant took part in an 
intervention that addressed using a graphic organizer to take structured notes while reading and 
then wrote a written retell of the passage after reading. The other student took part in only typical 
reading coursework during the intervention. At the beginning of the study, both students took the 
QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) as a pretest to determine their reading level. At the end of the 
study both students took the QRI-5 as a posttest to measure reading growth. The independent 
variable is whether or not the student received the intervention and the dependent variable was 




 The study was conducted over the course of seven weeks, beginning in October of 2015. 
Recommendations for students to participate in the study were made during the week of Oct. 5, 
and the pretests were administered to both participants the following week on October 12, 2015. 
The first session commenced on Oct. 20 and the final session took place on Nov.19. The posttest 
was administered the following week on November 24, 2015. 
Summary and Conclusion 
The rest of the chapters in this research lay out the procedures followed during the 
administration of this study, show and explain the results of the pretest and posttest, and make 
conclusions about the effectiveness of the intervention. Connections to previous research on the 
effectiveness of retelling interventions are made to show how the current research fits into the 
wealth of research on reading interventions. 
The next chapter summarizes the extensive research focusing on the relationship between 
differentiated reading instruction, small group reading instruction, tutoring, and different reading 
strategies on reading ability and comprehension. Many of the studies focus on reading 
interventions involving the instruction of written and oral retells of a text. In addition to sharing 
the findings of these studies, I share how each study influenced the design of the current action 
research and how the current study adds to the existing research on this topic. 
 Chapter Three gives an in-depth description of the procedures followed in the study. It 
describes the city and school the participants were chosen from, in addition to giving a detailed 
description of how the participants were selected for the study. From there the chapter lays out 
5 
 
the procedures for the administration of the pretest, the posttest, and the intervention, including 
the schedule for the interventions and the overall length of the study. 
 In Chapter Four, the results of the study are displayed and analyzed. Comparisons are 
made on the participant’s scores on the pretest and the posttest to determine growth and paint a 
picture of the reading ability of each student at the beginning of the study and the end of the 
study. After comparing the pre and posttest data for both students, the growth made by each 
student is compared to determine of the intervention was successful. Finally, conclusions that 
can be made from the data are shared. 
 Chapter Five connects the results of the current action research back to the studies 
reviewed in Chapter Two. These connections show how the research added to the existing 
research. After making connections to previous research, the results of the action research are 
explained in order to determine if the intervention was successful or not. This leads into a section 
that discusses the strengths and limitations of the research design. Finally, recommendations for 
the student are made that connect back to the College Readiness Standards (ACT, Inc., 2016). 
The recommendations include ideas for how to implement the instructional practices outlined in 
this study in the classroom, independently, and during private tutoring sessions. 
Definitions 
Retell: The act of telling what happened in a passage or text orally or in written form after 
reading (Gambrell et al. 1985). 
Graphic Organizer: A worksheet with spaces to take specific notes while reading a text 




Chapter Two: Review of Literature 
 The purpose of the current action research was to determine the effectives of a researcher 
designed reading intervention. There is an abundance of research on different reading strategies, 
programs, and interventions designed to help improve reading comprehension. It is not only 
important for teachers, especially reading teachers, to know which techniques work and which 
ones are not as effective, but to know which reading strategies provide the greatest amount of 
growth in the shortest amount of time. Large-scale reading intervention programs and new 
curriculums are rarely feasible for the average teacher, especially if they are serving students in 
lower performing school districts (Schisler, Joseph, Konrad, & Alber-Morgan, 2010). These 
factors shaped the design of the current study and helped generate two research questions, 1) 
Does instruction on structured note taking improve reading comprehension? and 2) Does 
repeated practice of writing a retell of a text increase reading comprehension? The studies 
reviewed in this chapter examine intervention strategies that may be easily replicated by all 
teachers, regardless of access to new resources, after school programs, and extra support staff to 
provide interventions. The current study’s design was influenced by the studies reviewed in this 
chapter and sought to determine the effectiveness of a researcher-designed reading intervention. 
The intervention engaged students in using a graphic organizer to take notes and writing a retell 
of a text after reading. In the current study, I administered a pretest to both participants in order 
to determine their independent reading levels. After administration of the pretest, the students 
were split into a control condition and an experimental condition. The student in the control 
condition participated only in typical courses, while the student in the experimental condition 
participated in typical courses in addition to attending ten intervention sessions lasting roughly 
45 minutes each over the course of five weeks. During the first session of each week I modeled 
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using the graphic organizer to take notes and then asked the student to use the graphic organizer 
to take notes on a different text. After the reading and taking notes on the text the student was 
asked to write a retell of what they just read. Each session ended with the student answering ten 
comprehension questions about the text. The second session of each week started with me 
modeling how to take notes on a graphic organizer using the text the student read in the previous 
session. The student then practiced using the graphic organizer again with a new text, wrote a 
retell of the text, and answered ten comprehension questions. After the ten intervention sessions, 
both students took a posttest using the same assessment to measure reading growth. The 
following review is split into four sections that each highlight a different aspect of reading 
interventions: differentiated in-class reading instruction, supplementary reading instruction, 
reading interventions for students with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, and reading 
intervention strategies involving retelling and the use of graphic organizers. 
Differentiated In-Class or Classroom Reading Instruction  
The amount of research on differentiated reading instruction is seemingly endless. It is 
imperative that teachers use the best practice available to ensure the greatest amount of growth in 
all students. The study reviewed in this section focuses on differentiated reading instruction 
approaches that can be used within the classroom.  
In the research done by Little, McCoach, and Reis (2014), they are trying to find ways to 
engage and enrich the reading instruction for advanced readers while still improving the reading 
ability of struggling readers in schools with a high percentage of low-income demographics. The 
investigators implemented a reading program, the School-wide Enrichment Model-Reading 
(SEM-R) framework (Reis, Eckert, Schreiber, Jacobs, Briggs, Gubbins, & Muller, 2005). The 
researchers had two main questions they are trying to answer. First, to what degree can the 
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regular reading curriculum be replaced by an independent and interest-based program (SEM-R) 
without adversely affecting scores on standardized assessments of reading fluency and reading 
comprehension? Second, how does the performance of middle school students who participate in 
the SEM-R intervention compare with that of control group students on measures of fluency and 
comprehension? The independent variable in the study was reading instruction.  Either a student 
received differentiated reading instruction through the SEM-R reading program in a treatment 
group or standard reading instruction in a control group. The dependent variables were student 
scores on a posttest that assesses reading fluency and comprehension. 
The sample included 2,150 sixth- to eighth-grade students in 47 classrooms in four 
middle schools. The four schools were chosen for the study based on school size and 
demographics. The schools’ demographics ranged from 50 percent to 80 percent of students 
receiving free or reduced-lunch. At the time of the assessment all four schools reported fewer 
than 60 percent of students achieved passing levels on state reading tests. 
Across each of the four schools teachers were randomly assigned to either control or 
treatment classrooms. In total there were 27 teachers assigned to treatment groups, and 20 
teachers assigned to control groups. Students were assigned to the groups by administrators 
before teachers were selected or the groups were designated to be control or treatment. 
Treatment group teachers participated in a day long professional development session 
providing an overview, modeling, and practice with the SEM-R in the summer. Additional 
professional development included a mid-year training session as well as ongoing classroom 
support from project staff members who visited regularly. Treatment group teachers were 
expected to implement the SEM-R for about 40-45 minutes a day or three hours per week in all 
of their classes, depending on their school’s scheduling.  
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The SEM-R lessons include three phases. Phase One was conducted for the first 10 to 15 
minutes of the teacher’s regular reading block. During this phase teachers exposed students to a 
variety of books, genres, and authors through read-alouds and discussions. Teachers also had the 
opportunity to model reading strategies and conduct mini-lessons. Phase Two of the lesson 
provided between 10 and 30 minutes of independent reading in self-selected, challenging books. 
While students read, teachers conducted individualized conferences with students, meeting with 
each student about once every two weeks. Phase Three was only implemented in some of the 
schools for the second half of the year and involved interest-based project activities. Control 
group teachers conducted regular reading instruction as designated by their districts, which 
included textbook instruction, class novels, and other whole group reading instruction practices. 
The Pretest was administered in September of 2009. The implementation of the SEM-R 
framework began shortly thereafter and continued until the posttest. Post-testing was conducted 
in April of 2010. 
The study had very unclear results. Two of the middle schools showed that students 
receiving the SEM-R framework instruction scored significantly higher in fluency that students 
in the control group, but the other two middle schools showed no significant difference in the 
two group’s fluency scores. There were no significant differences found in the comprehension 
scores between control and treatment groups in any of the schools. 
The researchers noted that the implementation of the SEM-R framework was inconsistent 
at best. Teachers did not always begin their lessons with a mini-lesson as Phase One of the 
framework suggested. Also, teachers did not consistently conference with students during the 
independent reading time. These two extraneous variables may have led to some major 
inconsistencies of the data. Since none of the treatment groups showed significant losses in their 
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achievement and in two cases outperformed the students in the control groups, this differentiated 
instruction was beneficial. Teachers should encourage students to read on-grade-level texts 
across a wide variety of genres and topics to increase both fluency and comprehension. 
 The previous study by Little et al. (2014) showed that comprehensive reading programs 
implemented across districts showed inconclusive results, except that students reading 
independently selected, on-grade-level texts showed the most growth. This study showed that 
allowing students to choose texts across a wide variety of genres may increases their engagement 
in reading and lead to growth in reading comprehension. The idea of using a variety of texts was 
implemented in my research by using both expository and informational texts in the intervention 
sessions.  
The study in the above section showed that differentiated reading instruction does not 
automatically lead to increased growth for students because interventions are often not carried 
out as they were initially planned (Little et al., 2014) This shows that the type of interventions 
used and the efficacy in which they are carried out determines effectiveness, it is not just a matter 
of providing differentiated instruction.  When considering the fidelity in which the interventions 
were carried out and how they affected the intervention’s effectiveness, I designed my research 
to be simple and straightforward so I could implement the interventions with efficacy.   
Supplemental Reading Instruction 
 In addition to the many studies done on differentiated instruction within the classroom, 
there is also research on the effects of supplemental reading instruction in the form of tutoring, 
after school programs, and reading intervention elective classes. These interventions are done 
outside of the primary class that provides the universal reading instruction to all students. 
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Dyson, Miller, and Gagne (2008) sought to determine the effectiveness of a literacy 
intervention program to increase the reading skills of children in schools located in low-income 
neighborhoods. The independent variables were the type of reading instruction received; either a 
student received extra tutoring or just the regular classroom reading instruction. 305 participants 
were chosen from three low income neighborhood schools; 221 participants were put into a 
treatment group, while 84 were put into a control group. All participants were students in first, 
second, or third grade. The study was organized into three phases: pre-test, intervention, and 
post-test. The pre-test and post-test phases assessed children’s performance levels on the studied 
literacy skills and the intervention period provided programs to improve literacy skills in general. 
Pre and post-tests were the Peabody Individual Achievement Test-Revised (Markwardt, 1998) 
and Woodcock Reading Mastery Test – Revised (Woodcock, 1987). 
The intervention consisted of three different components. First, groups received regular 
reading instruction with a slight modification that was delivered by the teachers. The regular 
reading instruction for intervention groups took place at a different time than for those in the 
control groups in order for them to receive the slight modification in classroom instruction. 
Second, students in intervention groups received tutoring from college students. The third 
component was an informal home reading program that was sent home. Parent education 
programs for the home reading programs were put on once a term only for those families whose 
children were receiving intervention.  
The supplemental tutoring provided by college students took place three times a week. 
Each session was 20 minutes long and students were placed in groups of two or three for the 
tutoring. Tutoring took place in class during other classroom activities. The intervention with 
college students concentrated on the following areas: vocabulary or word study, reading 
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comprehension, phonemic awareness, and fluency. At the start of each session students began 
with a book walk and then would read independently with coaching from the tutor in the 
different focus areas. 
After tutoring with the college students for at least 20 weeks, the posttest showed 
significant improvement in the areas of Reading Recognition and Reading Comprehension for 
the group who received more than 20 weekly sessions of tutoring, totaling 60 minutes of tutoring 
per week. Also, when they compared the growth of students they categorized as “low-
performing” readers to the growth of students categorized as “high-performing” readers the 
results showed that interventions were more effective in increasing achievement in Word 
Recognition, Word Comprehension, and Total Reading subtests of the Woodcock Reading 
Mastery Test – Revised (Woodcock, 1987) for the “low-performing” readers. 
This study showed that students who are lower performing in reading can benefit the 
most from one-on-one time with a tutor (Dyson et al., 2008). Also, the results showed that 
tutoring can be effective in improving literacy skills but the tutoring needs to be consistent and 
be over a prolonged period of time. If teachers provide tutoring the sessions, they should be held 
regularly and go for the duration of a term or school year. Dyson et al. (2008) informed the 
current study in that the interventions for my research were supplemental to their reading 
instruction and did not replace or interfere with the reading regular reading instruction.  
 The previous study by Dyson et al. (2008) showed that tutoring can help lower-
performing students improve their literacy skills. The next study by McGee (1982), looked 
specifically at how readers’ awareness of text structure affects their reading level. This study is 
considered a study of supplemental reading instruction because they did not focus on a specific 
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reading intervention. Instead they looked at specific skill used in reading and sought to determine 
a distinction to between poor and good readers.  
McGee (1982) investigated how aware both poor and good readers are of text structure. 
McGee (1982) measured awareness of text structure by analyzing written retells of a passage to 
see how similarly the organization of the retell aligned with the organization used by the author 
of the text. It also sought to make a connection between a reader’s awareness of text structure 
and their ability to recall a text. The independent variables in the study are the current reading 
and grade levels of the individual students. The student’s ability to recognize text structure of 
different reading passages, and include idea units of a story in a recall were the dependent 
variables.  
Sixty students in third and fifth grade from four different elementary schools participated 
in the study. The 20 third-grade students that were considered “good” readers (reading at 3.0-4.5 
grade level equivalence) were selected randomly. Twenty fifth-grade students that were 
considered “poor” readers (reading at 3.0-4.5 grade level equivalence) were selected randomly. 
The final twenty fifth-grade students were selected randomly from the group that was considered 
“good” readers (reading at a 5.5-7.0 grade level equivalence).  
 The investigators wrote two passages that would be used to assess a student’s ability to 
recall the passage. These passages were designed specifically to assess a student’s ability to 
recognize text structure. When students came in to be tested they were given a booklet with a 
practice passage and the two recall passages. Students were asked to read a passage then do an 
addition problem as a distractor. After the math problem students were asked to tell the 
investigators everything they remembered about the passage. When the student stopped their 
recall, the investigator would ask if there was anything else they remembered about the passage. 
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This procedure was used on all three passages. All of the recalls were tape recorded to be scored 
later on how many idea units they included in their recall of the text. The idea units of each story 
were broken into two categories based on the hierarchy of skill they fell under such as predicates 
and arguments. The idea units in the top two categories were labeled as “superordinate” ideas, 
and the idea units in the third category were labeled “subordinate” ideas. Examples of these 
“superordinate” idea units were: propositions, predicates, and arguments. Students were 
considered to have fully identified the text structure, as defined by McGee (1982) if they 
included at least three idea units from each section of the text. This means that the student was 
able to identify how the author organized the passage throughout the entire text, not just the 
beginning, middle, or end. Furthermore, this demonstrates that the student did not just guess or 
get lucky by identifying three idea units from one section of the passage and shows consistent 
understanding of text structure. 
The investigators found that there were significant differences in the total number of idea 
units included in the recalls of students in the three different groups: “good” third-grade readers, 
“poor” fifth-grade readers, and “good” fifth-grade readers. The biggest difference in the three 
group’s performance was how many “superordinate” idea units were included in the recall. 
“Good” fifth-grade readers included significantly more “superordinate” idea units than “poor” 
fifth-grade readers, and they included significantly more “superordinate” idea units than “good” 
third grade readers. According to McGee (1982), if a student’s retell of a text is structured 
similarly to how the author structured the passage, it means the student has a strong 
understanding of text structure. Because of this, the inclusion of “superordinate” idea units in a 
recall showed a greater awareness of the way the text was organized and written by the author.  
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This study showed that good readers have a higher awareness of text structure and this 
leads to greater comprehension of the passage and much greater recall of a passage (McGee, 
1982). Understanding the way a text is structured leads to better comprehension because these 
students do not miss or forget as many idea units of a story. Teachers should keep text and story 
structure in mind when teaching students how to read certain passages and give students a 
chance to practice recognizing them on their own. If a student is aware of more text structures 
they are likely to read at a higher level and be able to recall more complex ideas from a passage. 
McGee’s (1982) work informed the current study by adding the use of a graphic organizer to 
take notes. I felt that having a student take notes in a structured way could lead to him or her 
using a similar structure when writing a retell of the text and I wanted to see if taking notes in a 
structured way would increase a student’s ability to recall a text organized in a similar way. 
 The previous study by McGee (1982) showed students with a higher awareness of text 
structure were more likely to be higher performing readers. This makes instruction on text 
structure a very important aspect for teachers to fit into their curriculum. The next study by 
Vaughn, Roberts, Wexler, Vaughn, Fall, and Schnakenberg (2014), examines how content 
specific reading instruction can increase performance in those content areas.  In the study by 
Vaughn et al. (2014), the researchers had three research questions.  1) What effect do reading 
interventions aligned with content instruction in social studies and science have on improving 
foundational reading skills? 2) Does a reading intervention aligned with the specific content 
instruction improve performance in related content area coursework? 3) Does improved reading 
ability influence performance in social studies and science content area coursework? 
 The independent variable in the study was the reading intervention program during the 
elective class period; therefore, the intervention is considered supplemental for the purposes of 
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this literature review. Students were randomly placed in either the treatment group or a business 
as usual (BAU) group. One dependent variable is the student’s grades in both their social studies 
and science classes. The other dependent variable was the student’s score on the reading 
comprehension subtest of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (MacGinitie, MacGinitie, Maria, 
Dreyer, & Hughes, 2000). 
Students participating in this study were selected from three urban southwestern high 
schools. The schools were very diverse with a majority Hispanic population. Additionally, 42.6 
percent of students in participating schools were economically disadvantaged. The researchers 
used the reading test scores from the students’ seventh grade Texas Assessment of Knowledge 
and Skills (TAKS: Texas Education Agency, 2004). Students with failing scores on the TAKS 
were eligible for the study. Additionally students without a TAKS test score for seventh grade 
were eligible for the study if they had a failing grade in one of their core classes. 457 seven 
eighth graders were selected for the study, 375 of which were placed in the treatment groups. 
The qualifying eighth-grade students were randomly sorted into either the treatment or 
business as usual (BAU) group. Students in the treatment group participated in small group 
instruction in classes with less than ten students for 50 minutes a day during their elective class 
period, while students in the BAU group attended elective classes instead of supplemental 
reading instruction. During the first phase of the intervention, during semester one, interventions 
were focused primarily on advanced word study. Students were taught affixes, prefixes, and 
other word parts while learning six to eight words pulled from expository texts in their content 
area coursework. During the second phase, which took place in semester two, interventions were 
split into one to two week instructional units that focused on specific texts used in their content 
17 
 
area coursework. Throughout the intervention students were given specific reading goals for 
each content area to help improve engagement.  
The results showed statistically significant growth in students’ reading comprehension 
scores on the reading comprehension subtest of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (MacGinitie 
et al., 2000). Also, students participating in the treatment group earned higher grades in their 
social studies coursework due to their improved reading ability. There were no measurable 
improvements to students’ science grades based on the reading interventions. The study shows 
that focused small group reading instruction can help struggling readers improve their reading 
comprehension in middle school. This study suggests that it is a good idea to use elective class 
periods to focus on reading comprehension and word work. Also, the study shows that this 
particular  reading intervention had a greater impact on student success in social studies courses 
than it did on science courses. Vaughn et al. (2014) informed the current study by adding an 
emphasis on informational texts that related to students social studies and science coursework 
when possible. Therefore, in the design of the current study I utilized both narrative and 
informational texts during the intervention. 
In the previous study by Vaughn et al. (2014), the researchers determined that 
interventions focusing on word study and specific instruction using texts from content areas can 
lead to an increase in reading comprehension and improved success in content specific 
coursework. In different study, Vaughn, Cirino, Wanzek, Wexler, Fletcher, Denton, and Francis 
(2010), sought to determine the effectiveness of a different intervention involving fluency 
instruction, repeated reading, decoding practice, and vocabulary practice. 
In the Vaughn et al. (2010) study, they investigated the effects of a Tier Two intervention 
provided in relatively large groups of 10-15 students on the reading-related outcomes of 
18 
 
individuals with reading difficulties. The independent variable in this study is whether or not a 
student was in the Tier Two treatment group and received the intervention or was in the control 
group and did not receive the intervention. The dependent variable was the student’s growth in 
reading ability as measured on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (Texas Education 
Agency, 2004). Individual reading skills were also assessed using other methods. Decoding and 
spelling was assessed using the Woodcock-Johnson III Tests of Achievement (WJ-III; 
Woodcock, McGrew, & Mather, 2001), and fluency was assessed using the Test of Word 
Reading Efficiency (TOWRE; Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, 1999). The researchers also 
administered the Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test—2 (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004) to test 
participant’s verbal knowledge. 
Sixth-graders from seven middle schools participated in the study, including three 
schools from a large urban district in one city and four schools from two medium districts in a 
smaller city. The rate of students qualifying for reduced-cost or free lunch ranged from 40 
percent to 86 percent at both sites. The preliminary sample included 2,034 fifth-grade students 
who took the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (Texas Education Agency, 2004) in the 
spring of 2006 and had useable scores. These students were then designated as either struggling 
readers or typical readers. There were 759 struggling readers that were randomly assigned within 
a school in a 2:1 ratio to either a researcher-provided Tier Two intervention or a comparison 
condition. Many of the students did not return to the same school in the fall for their sixth grade 
year, so in the end there were 241 Tier Two students and 115 comparison students that began 
sixth grade the year of the study. 
To begin the study, the research team provided professional development on evidence-
based practices for teaching vocabulary and comprehension to sixth grade teachers. This session 
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took place at the beginning of the school year. Teachers then met with study groups 
approximately once a month. All teachers received this training so students in both the Tier Two 
treatment group and the comparison group benefitted from this intervention. The students in the 
Tier II treatment group were placed in homogenous groups as class schedules allowed and 
received intervention for an academic year. The intervention was conducted in three phases.  
During Phase I, students in the treatment group participated in roughly 25 lessons over 
eight weeks that emphasized word study and fluency. Fluency was taught using oral reading and 
by pairing higher and lower readers for partner reading. It also included repeated reading with a 
partner. Word study was promoted by teaching strategies for decoding multisyllabic words. 
Students progressed to more difficult concepts as they mastered the previous one. Students also 
received daily practice with letter sounds, letter combinations, and affixes. Vocabulary was also 
addressed each day by teaching words through basic definitions. Comprehension was addressed 
by asking students to answer relevant comprehension questions.  
During Phase II, students in the treatment group participated in lessons over 18 weeks 
that focused on vocabulary and comprehension. Skills previously taught in Phase I were 
reviewed daily to ensure they were retained. Students were taught vocabulary by reading new 
words and then giving the basic definition. During this phase students read informational articles 
and narrative novels. Words for vocabulary instruction were chosen from these texts and 
comprehension was taught by teaching students to generate questions while reading, identify the 
main idea, and summarize. 
During Phase III, students in the treatment group participated in interventions over 10 
weeks that continued the focus on vocabulary and comprehension, but there was an increased 
focus on fluency and word reading activities. During Phase III, instructors worked with students 
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on all of the different topics and skills taught in the previous sessions, but time was more evenly 
divided between vocabulary, comprehension, and fluency instruction. Strategies taught during 
Phase II (i.e. determining the meaning of words from context and reading strategies) were used 
more frequently during independent reading and were assessed during the lessons through 
comprehension questions asked before discussions. 
Results showed that students in the Tier Two intervention group on average grew more 
than their peers on almost every posttest administered by the researchers. The most significant 
growth was made in Word Attack, Spelling, and Decoding skills as measured by the WJ-III 
(Woodcock et al., 2001). Student’s comprehension scores grew more if they were in the 
intervention group but did not grow enough to show a statistically significant change. 
The study primarily focused on practice with fluency, word attack strategies, word study, 
and vocabulary (Vaughn et al., 2010). Comprehension was taught but it was not always a focus. 
Educators should strive to implement Tier Two interventions when possible but they may not 
prove to be very effective in the end. Since all teachers received training on educational 
strategies at the start of the year this clearly benefited all students, therefore quality whole class 
instruction is most important to student growth. Since the study by Vaughn et al. (2010), was 
most effective at improving the Word Attack, Spelling, and Decoding skills as measured by the 
WJ-III (Woodcock et al., 2001) and did not show significant growth in reading comprehension, I 
decided not to include fluency practice in my intervention since the purpose of my study was 





Reading Interventions for Students with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder 
 Many of the studies done on reading comprehension involve students that are lower 
achieving when compared to their peers. Achievement can be impacted by many factors; some 
factors exist outside the individual and others exist within individuals.  The study in this section 
looks at the reading ability of students that are categorized as inattentive, hyperactive, or both 
inattentive and hyperactive. Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) is defined as the 
“current term for a specific developmental disorder seen in both children and adults that is 
comprised of deficits in behavioral inhibition, sustained attention and resistance to distraction, 
and the regulation of one’s activity level to the demands of a situation (hyperactivity or 
restlessness)” (Barkley, 1998). A review of research specific to people with ADHD is included in 
this review because many students in the school the study is being conducted in are suspected of 
having ADD or ADHD by educators, parents, and administration, because of frequent inattentive 
behavior in class. Also, practices used to stimulate and educate students with ADD or ADHD are 
often best practice and can be effective for all students (Barkley, 1998). 
 The studies reviewed in this section examine the effectiveness reading interventions 
designed to increase reading comprehension for students with ADD or ADHD. The purpose of 
Cain and Bignell’s (2014) study was to determine whether or not reading comprehension was 
directly associated with teacher ratings of two subtypes of attention deficit hyperactivity 
disorder: inattention and hyperactivity. The study was designed to also examine if 
comprehension was associated with word reading level as assessed by the Neale Analysis of 
Reading Assessment – Revised British Edition (NARA-II: Neale, 1997) and ADD-H as 




Sixty-six students between the ages of seven and eleven participated in the study. All 
students were from a suburban school district that serves middle-class and lower-middle class 
families in East England. None of the students were diagnosed with any specific learning 
difficulties and were included in the study based on teacher ratings of inattention and 
hyperactivity. All students were assessed using the ADD-H Comprehensive Teacher Rating 
Scale (ACTeRS: Ullmann et al., 1999). The researchers then split the students into three 
categorical subtypes of ADHD: inattention only, hyperactivity only, and combined. They then 
matched each student with a peer who scored in a developmentally appropriately level on the 
ACTeRS in order to have a matched control. The dependent variables in the research are the test 
scores on word reading and comprehension for each group of students. The independent 
variables are the scores on rating scales, which divided participants into three different student 
groups: inattention, hyperactivity, and combined symptom. 
All participants were then given the British Picture Vocabulary Scale – II (BPVS-II: 
Dunn, Dunn, Whetton, & Burley, 1997) in order to assess their current vocabulary level. Their 
nonverbal skills were assessed using the Matrix Analogies Text – Short Form (MAT-SF: 
Naglieri, 1985), and their word reading ability and reading comprehension was assessed by the 
NARA-II (Neale, 1997). The scores were then analyzed to see which groups (as rated on the 
attention scale) had reading difficulties compared to the control group of peers. 
The results of the assessments showed that there were significant differences in reading 
ability between the inattention group and the combined group (inattention and hyperactivity) 
when compared to their respective control groups. The inattention group and the combined group 
both had more reading difficulties, especially in receptive vocabulary, word reading, and reading 
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comprehension. The hyperactivity only group did not differ from the control group in any of the 
measures.  
This study shows that students with hyperactivity are less likely to have reading difficulty 
compared to students with inattention. Hyperactivity is more visible to a teacher, whereas 
inattention can exist without being easily detected (Cain & Bignell, 2014).  This suggests 
teachers currently spend more time thinking of adaptations to their reading lessons to hyperactive 
students keep hyperactive students engaged, whereas they also need to put more effort into 
keeping inattentive students engaged in the lesson. The research done by Cain and Bignell 
(2014) influenced the current study by reinforcing the need for small group instruction. If a 
student may have attention difficulties, a smaller group will ensure that the student is not 
inattentive or off task during instruction. If the interventions for this study were done in too large 
of a group inattentive students could become an unintended variable. In small group instruction 
students are unable to become inattentive because of student to teacher ratio. With a small 
student-teacher ratio, the teacher is able to manage student behaviors to keep all students on task.  
Retelling Interventions 
 There are a multitude of studies done on different reading interventions, curriculums, and 
programs to increase student achievement in reading comprehension. Although many of the 
programs are very successful, they usually require large amounts of money to purchase and 
require many district-run professional development sessions for the teachers. This is not feasible 
for all districts, and therefore not beneficial to a majority of the teachers trying to help their 
students make the gains necessary. With a limited amount of time to teach reading during the 
day, teachers must use the most effective interventions to not only help students catch up to 
grade level, but to keep pace. One indicator of comprehension is the ability to retell a story or the 
24 
 
events in a text (Gambrell, Pfeiffer, & Wilson, 1985).  Overall, students who can retell the events 
of a text after reading have higher comprehension (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011); therefore, it is 
often a focus of intervention for comprehension.  The studies in this section focus on 
interventions that involve retelling the story after students finish reading.  
In a study by Schisler et al. (2010), they compared the instructional effectiveness and 
efficiency of oral retelling, written retelling, and passage-review comprehension strategies on 
third-grade students’ accuracy and rate of answering reading comprehension questions. The 
independent variables for the study were the effects of the following instructional practices: 
repeated reading with passage review, repeated reading with oral retell, and repeated reading 
with written retell. The dependent variables were a set of ten multiple choice comprehension 
questions (five literal and five inferential) that corresponded to each reading passage from Timed 
Readings: Fifty 400-Word Passages with Questions for Building Reading Speed, Book 1, Third 
Edition (Spargo, 1989).  
The teachers identified twenty-two third-grade students who were fluent readers but had 
difficulty comprehending text. Parental consent was obtained for 14 students and they were 
screened for the study by taking the Oral Reading Fluency measure from the Dynamic Indicators 
of Basic Early Literacy Skills (Good & Kaminski, 2002) assessment tool to determine current 
oral reading fluency performance levels. These 14 students also participated in the Reading 
Comprehension subtest of the Diagnostic Achievement Battery, Third Edition (Newcomer, 2001) 
to determine current reading comprehension performance levels. In the end only five students 
were picked for the study. The five participants were third-grade students from three general 
education classrooms without identified educational disabilities in a rural elementary school in 
Central Ohio. The participants did not receive any specialized instruction at their school. 
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After selecting the participants for this study each student met with an instructor for a 
training session to learn the procedures for each of the experimental instruction practices. While 
teaching the procedures the instructors used a script to maintain consistency in the way the 
procedures were taught to all participants. Each experimental condition was implemented in a 
one-on-one instructional format for 15 sessions. Each session was carried out over two days 
because each of the three experimental conditions required between 10 and 20 minutes in which 
the students were removed from regular classroom instruction. This meant that two instructional 
conditions were implemented on one day, and one was implemented the following day. 
During each session, participants were directed to read a third-grade level reading 
passage from Timed Readings: Fifty 400-Word Passages with Questions for Building Reading 
Speed, Book 1, Third Edition (Spargo, 1989) aloud to the instructor. Each reading of the passage 
was timed by the instructor. When the participant made an error in oral reading or omitted a 
word the instructor used a phrase drill error-correction procedure to teach the new word. This 
involved reading the sentence with the misread or omitted word correctly and then asking the 
student to reread the sentence correctly three to five times before moving on. The timer 
continued to run while using the phrase drill error-correction procedure. The students were then 
asked to do a repeated reading of the passage aloud for the instructor. During this time the same 
phrase drill error-procedure was implemented. After this reading the instructor informed the 
students that they would be given three minutes to do one of the following tasks: engage in a 
review before answering comprehension questions, an oral retell, or a written retell of the 
passage.  
If the experimental condition was to engage in a review the student would have three 
minutes to look over the passage to review for questions the instructor would ask them. If the 
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student did not desire to use the entire three minutes they could inform the instructor that they 
were ready and begin the questions early. The instructor would ask one time, “Is there anything 
else you would like to look over before I ask the questions?” If the experimental condition was 
an oral retell the student was given three minutes to tell the instructor everything they 
remembered about the passage. If the student stopped before the three minutes were up the 
instructor would prompt one time and ask, “What else can you tell me about what you read?” If 
the experimental condition was a written retell the student was given white lined paper and a 
sharpened pencil. They were told they have three minutes the write down everything they 
remembered about the passage. If the student stopped working before the three minutes the 
instructor would prompt one time by asking, “What else can you write about what you read?” All 
five students participated in all three conditions over the course of the intervention.  
The results of the study show that students’ comprehension rates were higher when they 
were asked to do a retell, whether oral or written, than when they engaged in a review and 
answered comprehension questions. Students answered more comprehension questions correctly 
on average after completing the oral retell than when they completed the written retell. The 
instructors also measured the rate at which students answered questions correctly compared to 
the amount of time they spent in each condition. These results also show that oral and written 
retelling conditions were the most effective use of instructional time because they grew more 
than the students that engaged in a review of the text in a shorter amount of time spent in the 
condition. All of the student’s comprehension rates consistently grew throughout the course of 
the sessions for all three experimental conditions. 
Schisler, et al.’s (2010) study showed that the process of repeated reading and the phrase 
drill error-correction procedure along with time to review and retell a text could increase student 
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achievement in reading comprehension. This is clear because all of the student’s comprehension 
scores grew almost linearly from the first session to the last session. The study also indicated that 
students comprehend more of a passage when they give a retell, either written or oral, after 
reading a passage. On average students scored a little higher after giving an oral retell so this 
seemed to be the most effective practice of the three examined in this study.  Due to the 
limitation of a small sample (five students), more studies related to retelling are reviewed next. 
The Schisler et al. (2010) study directly influenced the current study to include written retells of 
a text in the intervention. 
 The previous study by Schisler et al., (2010), shows that both written and oral retellings 
of a passage can increase a student’s reading comprehension. The following study by Gambrell, 
Pfeiffer, and Wilson (1985) found that student’s reading comprehension increased when they 
were taught retelling strategies and that other activities, such as illustrating a passage are not as 
effective. 
In Gambrell et al.’s (1985) study, they investigated the effect of retelling on reading 
comprehension. The independent variable is the type of training participants received; either  
finding important ideas and supporting details or training on illustrating what they read. The 
dependent variable was the student’s scores in a free retell and a cued recall after the final 
session as measured using an adaptation of Spencer’s (1973) prose scoring system. 
Students from nine fourth-grade classrooms in four different North Carolina public 
schools were drawn for the study. The students met two criteria: their scores on the California 
Achievement Test were at the third stanine and above, meaning they were average or above 
average readers; and they were native English speakers. There were 93 total students that 
participated in the study. Participants were assigned randomly to one of two treatment 
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conditions: retelling or illustrating. The students in the retelling group were asked to retell “all 
the important ideas from the story.” The students from the illustrating group were asked to 
illustrate “all the important ideas from the story.” All students participated in four training 
sessions according to their treatment condition and one test session to measure the impact of the 
treatment condition. 
In the four training sessions for the retelling group, subjects were taught in small groups 
of six to eight students. Students were told they were going to read a passage and decide what the 
important ideas in the passage were. After silent reading they were given an outline with the title 
“Important Idea” at the top and supporting details underneath. Students were told to fill in what 
they thought was the most important idea and the supporting details. Teachers did not correct any 
ideas. During the third and fourth sessions students were expected to work through a different 
reading and take notes more independently. During the fourth session students were asked to 
retell what they read in a new passage to a partner. 
The procedures for the illustrating group were consistent with those of the retelling group 
except after they read the passage the subjects were asked to illustrate all the important ideas and 
details from the story in picture form. The students in this group were not asked to take notes. All 
other materials and procedures were kept consistent in all four training sessions. 
During the testing session the fourth grade participants met individually with an 
investigator. All students read the same passage and then completed the important idea, 
supporting details outline. Each student was then asked to retell the passage. After the retell 
students were asked 20 cued recall questions designed by researchers. The retell and the cued 
recall were recorded to be scored at a later time. 
29 
 
The tests showed that students given training in finding important ideas and supporting 
details included significantly more details from the text in both their free retell and their cued 
recall than the students receiving training in illustrating what they read. On average they 
included more than two more important details per passage in their retell. This study showed that 
giving student’s instruction in retelling and finding important ideas in a text increased their 
ability to recall ideas from the passage. According to Gambrell et al.’s (1985) study, teachers 
should cut lessons in their curriculum that focus on having students illustrate passages and 
instead focus students on writing or sharing a retell of the passage with a partner. Gambrell et al. 
informed the current study by showing the importance of having students retell texts in order to 
improve general reading ability. 
 The previous study by Gambrell et al. (1985) found that giving students opportunities to 
retell stories along with instruction on finding important ideas in a text can increase recall of 
passages. The next study by Gambrell, Koskinen, and Kapinus (1991) affirmed this assertion by 
showing that instruction in story retelling can increase reading comprehension in both high and 
low achieving readers. 
 Gambrell et al. (1991), investigated the effects of practice in retelling on the prose 
comprehension of fourth-grade readers (both proficient and less-proficient) across four practice 
sessions. The independent variables for this study were the different interventions given to the 
student in each of the four sessions. Also, the students’ reading ability was the dependent 
variable since the study wanted to compare how effective the intervention was for proficient 
readers and less proficient readers. The subjects were 48 fourth graders from four elementary 
schools in Maryland. Twenty-four of the students were proficient readers (68th percentile or 
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above on the California Achievement Test (CTB/McGraw Hill)), while the other 24 students 
were less proficient readers (41st percentile or below on the California Achievement Test). 
Participants in both the proficient-reader group and the less-proficient reader group were 
randomly assigned to one of four story-order conditions. The participants in the proficient-reader 
group were told they would meet individually with the researcher for four sessions over two 
weeks. They were told they would read stories and have a chance to practice becoming 
storytellers. They were told their retellings would be tape-recorded so younger children could 
listen to them tell stories. Students were introduced to the story and given time to read the story 
silently. After reading, participants were instructed to take time to think about how they will tell 
the story. After two minutes the subject began the retelling by stating the title of the story. After 
the first and fourth sessions, subjects responded to eight orally administered comprehension 
questions about the story they had read. The procedures in the less-proficient reader group were 
identical to those used with the proficient-reader group. The only difference was that students in 
the less proficient reading group were given passages that were at a second grade level rather 
than a fourth grade level. 
 Student retellings in both groups were scored according to how many story elements they 
included; elements were counted as propositions At the conclusion of the intervention, scores 
from the student retellings and comprehension questions from session one and session four were 
compared. For proficient readers the mean number of propositions recalled from the first session 
to the fourth session increased by over seven.  For the less proficient readers the mean number of 
propositions recalled from the first session to the fourth session increased by two. After the 
retelling treatment, both the less proficient readers and the more proficient readers were able to 
increase their reading comprehension scores in only four sessions. 
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This study shows that both proficient and less proficient readers can greatly benefit from 
instruction on retelling a story. Teachers should focus on having students retell stories orally 
(Gambrell et al., 1991).  The more proficient readers would benefit from the retelling practice 
and telling the stories to younger students would help motivate them to be more thorough and 
include more details from the text in their retell. Grambrell et al.’s (1991) study informed the 
current study by further demonstrating the effectiveness of retelling texts as a way to improve 
student ability to comprehend a passage. 
The previous study by Gambrell et al. (1991) showed that instruction in story retelling 
can increase reading comprehension. The next study by Blickenstaff, Hallquist, and Kopel, 
(2013) examines the effectiveness of a specific retelling strategy across three different 
classrooms. The purpose of Blickenstaff et al.’s (2013) study was to determine the effectiveness 
of the five-finger retell reading intervention on elementary age students’ reading comprehension. 
The study was implemented in three classrooms from different schools. The classrooms vary 
greatly in the number, age, and needs of the students. The independent variable is the reading 
intervention known as the five-finger retell (Richardson, 2009). All students involved in the 
study received instruction on how to use this strategy to check their comprehension. The 
students’ growth in reading comprehension (i.e., dependent variable) was then measured using 
pre and posttests, as well as comprehension questions on passages read in the classroom 
(explained below). 
Blickenstaff et al.’s (2013)  study was implemented in three classrooms from three 
different schools. The classrooms varied greatly in the number, age, and needs of the students. 
One classroom contained sixteen fourth grade students from a rural school district in Northern 
Minnesota. The second classroom contained 21 kindergarten students from a suburb of 
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Minneapolis. This classroom contained nine English Language Learners from diverse 
backgrounds. The final classroom contained five students in a Developmental Cognitive 
Disabilities (DCD) classroom. This classroom is a part of a large school district in the 
Minneapolis area. 
Each of the three teachers began the study by given a pre-assessment based on the 
resources provided by their school districts and what was developmentally appropriate for each 
age group. No standard assessment was given across all three classrooms, therefore student 
growth was measured against him or herself. After the pretest, all instructors taught their class 
the five-finger retell reading intervention. The five finger retell consists of asking each student 
the following questions: 1) Who was in the story? 2) Where and when does the story take place? 
3) What happened in the beginning? 4) What was the problem in the story? and 5) How was the 
problem solved (Richardson, 2009). They also taught their classes when they should ask these 
questions (during reading) to check and see if they were comprehending the story correctly. 
The teacher in the fourth grade classroom worked individually with students during 
center time to check if they could answer each one of the questions after reading a story aloud. 
She also collected a comprehension test from a reading textbook used in her school at the end of 
every week. In the kindergarten classroom, students were split into two groups. One group 
received the five-finger retell intervention, while the other group received instruction on 
monitoring fluency. In the DCD classroom, students were split into two groups based on their 
pretest reading scores. Both groups received the five-finger retell intervention when they met 
with the instructor. 
At the end of the six-week reading intervention program, all three instructors gave 
posttests that aligned to the pretests given in their classrooms to measure reading comprehension. 
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Students in the fourth grade classroom grew from an average score of 77 percent as a class to an 
average score of 88 percent on the same assessment. This shows that the intervention was 
successful at increasing the reading comprehension in fourth graders as measured by the given 
assessment. Students in the kindergarten classroom showed a 17 percent increase on the reading 
comprehension posttests. This also showed that the intervention was successful at improving 
kindergarten students’ reading comprehension as measured by that assessment. Students in the 
DCD classroom all grew between one and two levels on the Diagnostic Reading Assessment 
(Bates, 2010) between the pre and posttest.   
This study shows that the five-finger retell reading intervention is successful when 
administered in a variety of ways to elementary age students. Since all the classrooms that used 
this intervention showed growth, the five-finger retell indicates promise as an intervention for 
elementary students' reading comprehension.  Blickenstaff et al. (2013), informed the current 
study by showing that using an age appropriate retell strategy can be effective in increasing 
reading comprehension. Since the current study involves high school students, the five-finger 
retell was not included in the intervention, but having the students write a retell of the text was. 
The study by Blickenstaff et al. (2013) showed that the five-finger retell (Richardson, 
2009) can effectively improve reading comprehension in young children. The following study by 
Hagaman and Reid (2008) explored the effect of a different reading strategy on student’s ability 
to retell a story and answer comprehension questions about that story.  The purpose of Hagaman, 
and Reid’s, study was to investigate the effectiveness of teaching the Read a Paragraph (RAP: 
Schumaker, Denton, & Deshler, 1984) reading comprehension strategy along with the self-
regulated strategy development (SRSD) on the reading comprehension of struggling readers. The 
RAP reading strategy was implemented by teaching students to read a paragraph and then either 
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tell or write down the main idea and two details. The dependent variable in the research were the 
participants’ reading comprehension level determined by an oral retell and comprehension 
questions from Gates MacGinitie Reading Test, Fourth Edition (GMRT-4: MacGinitie et al., 
2000). The independent variable was the administration of the Read a Paragraph (RAP) reading 
instruction intervention. 
The participants for the study were from a rural elementary school in a Midwestern state. 
Participants were first screened for the study using the GMRT-4 (MacGinitie et al., 2000). Only 
students scoring below grade level on the GMRT-4 were eligible for the study. Fifteen students 
met this criterion. The teachers then selected five students from the fifteen that struggled with 
reading comprehension within the Reading Enrichment Classroom, a classroom that focused on 
teaching foundational reading skills that students were expected to have mastered in previous 
grades. From these five, parental consent was only received for three of the students. These three 
students were then assessed using the Gray Oral Reading Test, Fourth Edition (GORT-4; 
Wiederholt & Bryant, 2001). Students were only eligible for the study if they scored below the 
25th percentile on the GORT-4. All three of the students did qualify for the study. All three of 
the participants were female, one was Hispanic while the other two were Caucasian.  
During baseline data collection, the three sixth-grade participants read aloud selections of 
text from a Social Studies textbook written at a fourth grade level specifically for English 
language learners. They were told they would not be timed, that the researcher would tell them 
any word they did not know, and that after they were done reading they would tell the researcher 
everything they could remember about it. After reading, the passage and any notes they took 
while reading were removed, they retold everything they could remember about the passage. The 
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researcher then asked six free response questions while the students responded orally. These 
baseline probes were later analyzed by the researchers. 
Once the baseline was determined, the researchers began instruction with one participant 
until he or she reached the criterion level for independent performance. Instruction, based on the 
RAP intervention, included having students read a paragraph and then pause to orally paraphrase 
the paragraph and include the main idea. The instruction aspect of RAP included modeling the 
skill of paraphrasing and including the main idea of the paragraph within the paraphrasing. Once 
students were able to orally state the main idea and two details from each paragraph 
independently, the student was then moved to the independent performance phase of the study. 
The same procedures were used for the remaining two participants. After receiving the treatment 
procedures defined above, the participants were given four more comprehension probes 
following the same procedures used to determine the baseline. After two weeks, the participants 
were given two more comprehension probes that followed the same procedures as before. Each 
comprehension probe (a total of six) was scored for a percentage of text recalled and the number 
of correct responses to the questions asked by the researcher. 
All three participants showed a dramatic increase in the percentage of story retold from 
the first probe to the sixth probe. The baseline percentage of the text recalled for the three 
participants was 9.6, 24.5, and 10.2. After receiving the treatment all three of the participants 
percentage of the text recalled increased to 59.5, 47.5, and 85.25 respectively.  The treatment 
effects were also maintained after the two-week follow up. During the follow-up, the percentage 
recall scores did drop slightly but they were still well above the baseline level. The three 
participants also showed a major increase in correct free response questions. These 
improvements were also maintained after the two-week follow up.  Hagaman and Reid’s (2008) 
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study informed the current study by because of the effectiveness of paraphrasing information. 
Students in the current study were not asked to paraphrase like they were Hagaman and Reid’s 
(2008) study, but they did take notes using a graphic organizer to aid in comprehension. 
Incidentally, taking notes often includes the need to paraphrase.   
The previous study by Hagaman and Reid. (2008) discovered that instruction in stating 
the main idea and details of each paragraph increased student’s ability to recall ideas from a 
story. The next study by de Quirós, Lara-Alecio, Fuhui, & Irby (2012) investigated the 
effectiveness of structured story reading intervention, story retelling, and higher order thinking 
for English Language and Literacy Acquisition. The study followed elementary students over the 
course of two years to determine the best practices for increasing English language acquisition. 
Researchers were trying to determine the effectiveness of the English structured story reading 
intervention, known as STELLA. The treatment group received the structured story reading and 
story retelling intervention while the students in the control group had the same stories read 
aloud to them but did not receive any intervention. 
 The study took place in a school district in Southeast Texas. The majority of students in 
the population where the study took place qualified for free or reduced lunch. Participants were 
all identified by state criteria as limited English proficient. At the time of admission, students 
took a Home Language Survey that indicated Spanish as the primary language spoken at home. 
Seventy-five second-grade students were randomly selected from a larger study that was 
happening within the school district. Forty students were placed in treatment group and 35 were 
placed in a control group. Three students withdrew from the study to leave the total at 72 
students, with 38 in the treatment group and 34 in the control group. The treatment group was 
made up of 22 male and 16 female students, and the control group was made up of 20 male and 
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14 female students. Eleven teachers from 9 schools participated in the study. Six were in the 
treatment condition and five were in the control condition. All teachers read the same story titles 
for the duration of the study. 
Before implementing the study students were given a pretest to determine their 
vocabulary knowledge, comprehension skills, and nonverbal ability. The assessments used were 
the subtests of Picture Vocabulary, Listening Comprehension and Passage Comprehension in 
Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery-Revised (Woodcock, 1991; Woodcock & Munoz-
Sandoval, 1995). Students' nonverbal ability was measured by the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability 
Test (Naglieri, 1997), which is designed to give a reliable and valid nonverbal appraisal of 
general ability. 
STELLA (described below) was implemented every day for 40 minutes in first grade 
classrooms and 35 minutes in second grade classrooms. The intervention had a five day cycle 
that was repeated with different readings each week. On day one, vocabulary from the week’s 
passage was explicitly taught using student friendly definitions, teacher modeling, student 
practice, and connecting to prior knowledge. The storybook for the week was introduced but not 
read. Connections to prior knowledge were made and a theme was discussed using a topic web 
graphic organizer. On day two the teacher read the entire story to the students and asked levelled 
questions after each page. Students were expected to answer in complete sentences. If they used 
incorrect grammar the teacher would model using correct grammar. In addition to answering 
questions, story elements such as character, setting, problem, and solution were discussed. On 
day three, vocabulary was reviewed and new words were introduced. The teacher would read the 
story aloud again and then lead the class in a choral reading to promote fluency. The story was 
then reviewed using questions to guide a discussion. The students ended the session by writing 
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one or two sentences to answer a prompt related to the story. On day four students participated in 
a choral reading and worked on writing about the story elements. Students would then participate 
in a retelling activity with a small group or a partner. On day five the story was read aloud again 
by the teacher and students participated in a story circle activity. Students concluded the week by 
writing a short paragraph about the story topic. 
Vocabulary instruction for each passage was also taught in a specific procedure. Twelve 
words were selected for each passage that the instructor would explicitly teach, give examples of 
the word in context and out of context, and then words were revisited by the students while 
reading the text. The teachers then used a cloze or a sentence stem where they needed to fill in 
the correct word missing from the sentence.   By contrast, in the control group, the teachers were 
required to read the same story book that was used in treatment group classrooms during the 
intervention. Other than that they were given no direction for how to implement a lesson or give 
vocabulary instruction. 
After the interventions both groups of students were tested on their retellings. The 
instructor would read the story to the student in English and then ask the student to retell. Then, 
the instructor would read the story in Spanish, the student’s first language, and as the student to 
retell. Both retellings were recorded, transcribed verbatim, and scored. The retellings were 
scored on a rubric that looked for the setting, characters, plot, problem, and resolution of the 
story. After the intervention sessions students were also given a post-test to determine the 
effectiveness of the interventions. The post-test included a score of the student’s final retell 
based on the Thorndyke (1977) scoring system, which scores the students recognition of story 
grammar (i.e. characters, setting, plot and conflict). 
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The pretests showed that there were no statistically significant differences in vocabulary, 
reading comprehension, or nonverbal ability between the treatment and control groups at the 
outset of the study. The results of the final retells showed that students in the treatment group 
scored significantly higher than the control group in identifying the story grammar elements in 
both their English and Spanish retell of the story, based on Thorndyke’s (1977) scoring system. 
This study showed that systematic reading comprehension and vocabulary instruction for 
English language learners increased student’s ability to identify the elements of a story at a faster 
rate than typical or less structured story-reading instruction. This study did not give a post-test to 
determine the overall growth in vocabulary, reading comprehension, and nonverbal skills so the 
overall effectiveness of the interventions is unclear. The results of this study informed the current 
study by showing the effectiveness of modeling in the skills being taught at the beginning of 
each cycle. Modeling the skill being used or practiced at the beginning of each session ensures 
that the student knows exactly what to do, and is getting better practice during the rest of the 
session. The intervention for the current research involves the teacher using the same text from 
first session of each week to model taking notes on a graphic organizer during the second session 
of the week. The idea to use the text from the previous session was adapted from the de Quirós et 
al. (2012) study. Additionally, the current study was designed to have the instructor model using 
a graphic organizer at the beginning of each session to ensure that the participant practices the 
skill correctly throughout the course of the intervention. 
Conclusion 
 The study by Little et al., (2014) shows that differentiated instruction during class is an 
effective way for students to increase their reading comprehension. Students need differentiated 
instruction, including access to books on their reading level (Little et al., 2014). This study 
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influenced the current research to have a simple and straightforward intervention so it could be 
carried out with fidelity. This would ensure that the data collected is accurate and any growth can 
be attributed back to the intervention. 
In addition to differentiated instruction during class time, students can greatly benefit 
from tutoring (Dyson et al., 2008) or other programs designed to help students outside of school 
or during a support time (Vaughn et al., 2014). This can be done in numerous ways, but 
instruction in vocabulary, text structure, and retelling are proven to help increase student 
achievement in reading (McGhee, 1982). Both the act of asking students to retell and providing 
instruction in how to retell a story can be successful as interventions for all readers (Hagaman & 
Reid, 2008; Gambrell et al., 1991). There are numerous strategies, structures, and practices to 
teach students how to retell a story, from the Five-Finger retell (Richardson, 2009) to the “Read a 
Paragraph” (Schumaker et al., 1984) and story-telling interventions (de Quiros et al., 2012). The 
key in all of the studies in this section is ensuring that students know they will have to do a retell 
of a story when they finish reading, and then giving them myriad opportunities to practice. All of 
these studies on retelling interventions influenced the current research design to include ample 
opportunities for the student to retell passages. None of the studies reviewed above implemented 
a retelling intervention with high school age students. The current research was designed to add 
to the field of research on this topic by seeing if retelling interventions are also successful in 
improving reading ability for high school students. Furthermore, these studies informed the 
design of my study by isolating the skills and practice of retelling a text and note taking while 
reading. 
The study by Cain and Bignell (2014) showed that one that of the most important factors 
in lesson design, is to ensure that all students, both inattentive students and hyperactive students, 
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are engaged and participate in all aspects of the lesson. This research impacted the design of the 
current study by limiting the number students in an intervention session to one. This allowed for 
the instructor to easily manage student behavior and keep the focus of the session on the 
instruction of the intervention and practice using the retelling strategy. 
In my research design I included modeling the skill every week as was done the study by 
de Quiros et al. (2012). This practice ensured that the skill was being practiced in a consistent 
manner throughout the action research. Also, the study by Schisler et al. (2010), greatly 
influenced the purpose of the current study because they also were trying to find the most 
effective and fastest way to improve reading comprehension. This is an important factor for the 
current study because it shares a similar purpose to the Schisler et al. (2010) study.  
The design of the current study was structured to replicate aspects of the studies reviewed 
above that involve a retelling intervention and determine if consistent results could be found 
when using the intervention with high school age students. If successful, the intervention could 
be replicated by other researchers or instructors to help students make dramatic readings gains 












The current study was derived and inspired by research conducted by Vaughn et al. 
(2010), which is summarized in Chapter Two. Vaughn et al. sought to determine the 
effectiveness of Tier 2 interventions on improving reading comprehension. The purpose of the 
current two student case study with a single subject design was to determine the effectiveness of 
a researcher-designed reading intervention that engaged two students in using a graphic 
organizer to take notes and write a retell of a text after reading. The study has two research 
questions, 1) Does instruction on structured note taking improve reading comprehension? 2) 
Does repeated practice of writing a retell of a text increase reading comprehension?  
In the current study, I administered a pretest to both participants in order to determine 
their independent reading levels. The sample in the study conducted by Vaughn et al. (2010) 
were sixth graders, while the students I worked with were freshmen in high school. Additionally, 
the control and experiment conditions contained 10-15 students, whereas I had one student 
receiving the intervention and one student participating in all “normal” coursework as a control. 
The assessment used for the pretest and post-test was the Qualitative Reading Inventory, Fifth 
Edition (QRI-5; Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). After the pretest was administered, the students were 
split into a control condition and an experimental condition. The student in the control condition 
continued with normal instruction and classes. The student in the experimental condition, in 
addition to her normal classes, attended ten reading intervention sessions on the use of a graphic 
organizer while reading and writing a retell of the text after reading. The ten sessions happened 
over the course of five weeks. During the first session of each week I modeled using the graphic 
organizer to take notes and then asked the student to use the graphic organizer to take notes on a 
different text. After reading and taking notes on the text the student was asked to write a retell of 
43 
 
what he or she just read. Each session ended with the student answering ten comprehension 
questions about the text. The second session of each week started with the researcher modeling 
how to take notes on a graphic organizer using the text the student read in the previous session. 
The student then practiced using the graphic organizer again, wrote a retell of the text, and 
answered ten comprehension questions. After the ten intervention sessions both students took a 
posttest using the same assessment to measure reading growth. My hypothesis was that the 
student in the experimental condition would show more reading comprehension growth on the 
QRI-5 than the student in the control condition. The following sections will include a description 
of participants as well as the procedures used to conduct the study. 
Description of Site and Participants 
 The participants included in this study were two freshmen students from a high school in 
a large, urban Midwestern city. The school involved in this study participates in the School 
Choice program and is a part of a larger network of schools in the city. Although it is a part of a 
larger network of schools, it is the only high school option in the network and students 
matriculating from middle schools do not have to attend the high school. It has a total enrollment 
of around 200 students with only two sections of each grade level. Students in the freshmen class 
range in age from 13 to 16 years old. When the study was conducted, there were about 100 
students in the freshmen class; two of the students are Hispanic and the rest are African 
American. The school is dedicated to improving the quality of education they provide by having 
weekly professional development for teachers that includes data analysis, curriculum planning, 
and coaching in instructional practices. 
The participants in the study were purposively selected in conjunction with the Freshmen 
English teacher based on observations from class. This particular teacher is a reliable resource 
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because she is responsible for the students’ reading instruction and knows the status of her 
students’ ability to read on-grade-level texts in her classroom. I asked the teacher to recommend 
students that were struggling to complete coursework and seemed to have difficulties with 
reading comprehension. In order to determine comprehension difficulties the teacher gathered 
evidence including current grades in her course on book quizzes and unit tests that assessed 
comprehension of the current assigned book. The teacher also looked at her daily homework, that 
included reading sections of the text and summarizing paragraphs, and considered participation 
in classwork. She recommended students whose homework displayed inaccurate facts about the 
text and were scoring below the average score on the aforementioned classroom assessments.  
After receiving recommendations, only two students, one male and one female, returned the 
informed consent form and were able to participate in the study. Both of the students had 
attended the school since the beginning of the year and were in the second quarter of their 
freshmen year throughout the duration of the study. Based on the school’s information directory, 
both students were African American and qualified for free and reduced lunch program upon 
enrollment for their freshmen year. Both participants in the study were fourteen years of age. 
Both students were described as having reading difficulties in their English class; tasks that 
seemed difficult for the students included answering comprehension questions about a text, book 
quizzes, and book discussions. The students participated, and were enrolled in the required 
courses for freshmen as prescribed by the school. Neither student had previously taken the QRI-5 
(Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) before participating in this study. 
Description of Procedures 
 This two student case study with a single subject design action research was completed in 
three phases.  Phase one was gathering baseline data on students, phase two was the 
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administration of the graphic organizer and written retell intervention, and phase three was the 
gathering of posttest data. 
The first phase of this two student case study with a single subject design action research 
was to collect data on the students’ reading level. I administered the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 
2011) to both students and analyzed the students’ retelling of the text and answers to 
comprehension questions. To qualify for the study, both students needed to score below grade 
level by at least three reading levels as measured by the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) and 
both did. Once both students were tested, I split them into a control condition and an 
experimental condition by randomly selecting one for each condition. Random selection was 
done by flipping a coin after assigning one student heads, and the other student tails. 
 The second phase of the action research was the teaching of the structured note-taking 
and retelling practice intervention for the student in the experimental condition. The student in 
the control condition continued with normal instruction in all classes. The student in the 
experimental condition participated in intervention sessions during a portion of lunch and study 
hall. The student in the experimental condition participated in individual instruction on how to  
use graphic organizers (see Appendices A & B) to take notes during reading and write retells 
when finished reading. Readings required the use of both narrative and expository graphic 
organizers. The texts (see Appendix C) used for the intervention were chosen from 
Readworks.org (n.d.) and classified as fourth grade level texts to match the reading level of the 
student in the experimental condition’s reading level. The 45 minute sessions took place twice a 
week and were carried out over the course of five weeks, so in all, there were ten intervention 
sessions using two different graphic organizers. The student in the control condition attended 
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lunch and study hall as regularly scheduled; both students attended English class as regularly 
scheduled.   
 Both students’ regularly scheduled English instruction included literacy instruction that is 
based around teaching reading strategies from a class novel. The curriculum is developed by 
teachers and academic coaches within the school to align to the College Readiness Standards 
(ACT, Inc., 2016). In addition to the English curriculum, the one student who participated in the 
experimental condition met with me separately for ten intervention sessions over the course of 
five weeks.   
After session ten, both the students in the treatment and control conditions completed the 
posttest administration of the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) with the same procedure 
described in detail in the next section to determine if reading levels were impacted by the 
intervention. I also kept the written retells from the sessions to analyze and determine qualitative 
growth. Analysis used to determine growth and increased ability to retell a text on writing 
samples for narrative text included looking for story elements, such as characters, setting, plot, 
and conflict included in the retell and determining if the student used specific language from the 
text to describe these story elements. Analysis used to determine growth and increased ability to 
retell a text on writing samples for expository texts included identification of the text’s subject, 
descriptions of the subject, background information on the subject, key ideas, and conclusions 
made by the author. 
Description of the Intervention 
During the first meeting of each of the five weeks with the student in the experimental 
condition, the intervention session focused on using the graphic organizer to take notes and 
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writing a retell of the text. I modeled using a graphic organizer to take notes while reading a 
short story or article, making sure that the specific graphic organizer used matched the text 
structure and type of the reading material. The specific story or article was chosen at a fourth 
grade reading level, based on the initial reading inventory assessment. Reading level of the texts 
were determined using the Lexile of the text, which is what is utilized by Readworks.org (n.d.). 
After instructional modeling, the student then practiced note taking independently while I 
monitored accurate use of the graphic organizer. I did not explain the text for her, but instead 
directed her to fill out the graphic organizer in the way I previously modeled.  In order to 
maintain consistency, modeling language before reading included statements such as, “This 
paragraph was all about what Jimmy bought at the baseball game. I am going to write down that 
Jimmy bought popcorn, pretzels, and ice cream from the concession stand,” or “I notice that 
Jenny is very sad because she was not allowed to go to the movies. I am going to write down, 
Jenny is very sad because she was not allowed to go to the movies.” Modeling language during 
reading included prompts and cues such as, “What was the paragraph you just read mostly 
about?” or “What is the main character think or feeling in this section of the text?” After 
completion of the graphic organizer and finishing the text, the participant wrote a retell of what 
she just read. The student was given five minutes to write her retell. If the student finished 
writing before the time limit was up, she was asked if she wanted to add any more. The idea for 
the placing a time limit on the retell came from the study done by Schisler et al. (2010). The 
rationale for including a time limit on the retell in the current study was twofold, to ensure that 
the intervention session did not exceed the 45 minutes allotted and to encourage the participant 
to use the entirety of the five minutes. The time limit set an expectation for how long a written 
retell can take, encouraging the student to potentially write more than she would have initially. 
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After the student wrote a written retell she answered ten questions aligned to the text by 
Readworks.org (n.d.) to determine how well she comprehended the passage. 
During the second meeting of the week the intervention focused on the student using the 
graphic organizer independently and still writing the retell of the text. The passage from the 
second session of the week was the same text type as the first session, but was a novel text; 
therefore, the same graphic organizer was used. I modeled writing a retell for the passage from 
the previous session, then the student read and practiced taking notes on the new passage using 
the same type of graphic organizer from the previous session. I monitored for accurate use of the 
graphic organizer but still did not aid the student in comprehending the passage. When the 
student finished reading and note taking she turned over the graphic organizer and received a 
blank sheet of paper to write a timed retell of what she just read without looking at the graphic 
organizer. I set a timer for five minutes and asked the student to stop writing when the five 
minutes were up. If the student finished the retell before the timer went off, I would use the 
prompt, “Do you remember anything else from the story?” to help make sure she was not just 
stopping early. After the student wrote a retell she answered ten questions that came with the 
passage from Readworks.org (n.d.) to determine how well she comprehended the passage. Each 
of the five weeks followed the same procedure as above for the two sessions. Passage types and 
graphic organizers (Appendix A) followed the sequence as seen below in Table One. The 







Intervention Session Schedule 
 
Week Session One Text Type Session Two Text Type 
Week One Narrative Narrative 
Week Two Informational Informational 
Week Three Narrative Narrative 
Week Four Informational Informational 
Week Five Narrative Narrative 
 
Description of Data Collection 
 At the onset of the study, both students’ reading levels were assessed using the QRI-5 
(Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). To begin administration of the assessment, I met with each student 
independently and began by giving the student the word list (see Appendix C). I used the 
instructional level word list to determine what level of text to start with as prescribed by the 
instructions for implementing the assessment. The student then began oral reading the student 
version of the text (see Appendix C) used for the assessment. While the student read, I annotated 
miscues on the teacher copy of the assessment (see Appendix C). If the student reached the 
instructional threshold for miscues during oral reading I continued on to have the student give an 
oral retell of what they just read. As the student gave a retell of the text I marked down story 
elements he or she included (see Appendix C). After the student gave a retell of the text I asked 
eight comprehension questions (see Appendix C) and recorded answers on the teacher copy of 
the assessment. The number of comprehension questions answered correctly determined if this 
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level of text was the student’s independent, instructional, or frustration reading level. The same 
procedure outlined above was used to conduct the posttest. 
 During at the end of every intervention session I collected all of the worksheets and 
readings used. This included the graphic organizer used by the student to take notes, the written 
retell completed by the student, and the answers to the comprehension questions asked after 
reading.  
Description of Assessment Instruments 
Both students were assessed using the Qualitative Reading Inventory, Fifth Edition (QRI-
5; Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). The QRI-5 is designed to determine a student’s instructional 
reading level and give educators a full picture of the specific reading skills students have and 
have not currently mastered. The first part of the QRI-5 consists of giving students leveled word 
lists (see Appendix D) to determine what level of words they are familiar with and can read with 
automaticity. This score is then used to help determine which level of text on which to ask a 
student to begin reading. The second part of the QRI-5 measures a student’s familiarity with a 
passage, oral fluency in reading, ability to retell a story, and ability to answer both implicit and 
explicit comprehension questions. Before reading, students are asked questions (see Appendix 
D) to determine their familiarity with the topic and content of the text in order to determine 
whether or not the student has background knowledge about the content of the text. This is 
recorded for later analysis. Students then read the text aloud while being timed by the examiner. 
During the reading, the examiner marks down any errors in oral reading and records them on a 
copy of the text. After reading the students are then asked to give an oral retell of what they just 
read without looking at the text. The retell is scored by the number of story elements or ideas 
they included in the retell. After the retell, students are then asked eight comprehension questions 
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from the text that have answers that are either explicitly stated in the text or implied (implicit). 
The implicit questions can only be answered correctly if students made inferences about the 
characters, events, or situations while reading. Students are allowed to use look-backs, finding 
the answers in the text, to answer any questions they missed the after the first time on passages 
leveled third grade or above. 
Data were collected on writing samples by looking for the language used in the written 
retell. In order to measure growth, I looked for an increase in using language directly from the 
text that connected to the plot of the story instead of just describing characters or events. An 
example of the framework I used is provided in Table 2 below.  
Table Two 
Story Element Checklist 
Story Element Number of times 
included 
Specific Languagea  General Languageb  
Characters    
Setting    
Plot    
Conflict    
Theme    
a(i.e. After Jimmy got to the game, he bought peanuts and ice cream from the concession 
stand) 
 




Data Analysis Plan 
 I analyzed the data collected in multiple ways. First, I will compare the students’ pretest 
scores with their posttests scores. I will not only compare the overall reading level, but scores on 
each individual subtest of the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) including the number of oral 
miscues, story elements included in the retell, and correctly answered comprehension questions.  
After comparing the pre and posttest scores of each student, I will then compare the growth made 
by the student in the control condition to the growth made by the student in the experimental 
condition to determine if the intervention was successful in helping the student in the 
experimental condition grow more than the student in the control condition.  Additionally, I will 
analyze growth in the number of comprehension questions answered correctly at the end of 
intervention sessions by the student in the experimental condition. I will also compare the 
percentage of story elements included in her retells from each session to determine growth in this 
component of the intervention as well. 
Conclusion 
The experimental action research was aimed at comparing the reading growth made by a 
student receiving typical instruction to a student receiving additional instruction on note-taking 
using text-matched graphic organizers and written retelling. Both students began the study by 
taking a pretest to determine their reading level at the onset of the study. The two students were 
split into a control condition and an experimental condition. The student in the control condition 
attended only typical courses while the student in the experimental condition attended typical 
courses and participated in a researcher designed intervention. The intervention was aimed at 
increasing reading comprehension as quickly as possible to help struggling readers catch up to 
their on-grade-level peers. The student in the control condition received typical reading 
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instruction. The student in the experimental condition received one-to-one instruction on using a 
graphic organizer while reading and writing a retell of a text after reading. The student in the 
experimental condition received this one-to-one instruction in ten sessions over the course of five 
weeks. After the ten sessions, both students took a posttest to assess if their instructional reading 
level increased. Within-student growth (for the student in the experimental condition) was also 
measured by comparing the percentage of story elements included in the student’s retell and the 
number of comprehension questions answered correctly from the first session to the tenth 
session. The next chapter will display the results from pretest, written retells, session 




















Chapter Four: Results and Analyses 
This chapter shares data, both qualitative and quantitative, to describe the effects of the 
two student case study with a single subject design. The purpose of the current study was to 
determine the effectiveness of a researcher-designed reading intervention that engaged one 
student in using a graphic organizer to take notes and write a retell of a text after reading.  The 
study has two research questions, 1) Does instruction on structured note taking improve reading 
comprehension? 2) Does repeated practice of retelling a text increase reading comprehension?  
In the current study, I administered a pretest to both participants in order to determine 
their independent reading levels. The assessment used for the pretest and post-test was the 
Qualitative Reading Inventory, Fifth Edition (QRI-5; Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). After the pretest 
was administered, the students were split into a control condition and an experimental condition. 
The student in the control condition continued with normal instruction and classes. The student 
in the experimental condition, in addition to her normal classes, attended ten reading intervention 
sessions on the use of a graphic organizer while reading and writing a retell of the text after 
reading. The ten sessions happened over the course of five weeks. During the first session of 
each week I modeled using the graphic organizer to take notes and then asked the student to use 
the graphic organizer to take notes on a different text. After reading and taking notes on the text 
the student was asked to write a retell of what he or she just read. Each session ended with the 
student answering ten comprehension questions about the text. The second session of each week 
started with the researcher modeling how to take notes on a graphic organizer using the text the 
student read in the previous session. The student then practiced using the graphic organizer again 
with a new text, wrote a retell of the text, and answered ten comprehension questions. After the 
ten intervention sessions both students took a posttest using the same assessment to measure 
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reading growth. My hypothesis was that the student in the experimental condition would show 
more reading comprehension growth on the QRI-5 than the student in the control condition. In 
the following sections I will display and compare the pre-test data from both control and 
experimental conditions to the posttest data they took at the end of the study in order to describe 
and compare student growth after the five-week intervention time period. Additionally, I will 
share the analysis of the written retells and answers to the comprehension from each session for 
the student in the experimental group. After the analysis of the written retells, the posttest scores 
for each participant is displayed to compare growth. Finally, I will objectively analyze the 
results. 
QRI-5 Pretest Results 
 To begin the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) administration, both participants were read 
word lists, as described in the previous chapter.  For the student in the control condition, the 
pretest showed that he was reading at a fifth grade reading level according to the QRI-5. During 
the word list inventory portion of the QRI-5, the student scored as Independent for the Third, 
Fourth, and Fifth grade lists. For the Sixth grade and Upper Middle School word lists the student 
identified 17 out of 20 words automatically and identified one additional word by decoding the 
letter sounds in the word. This still put him at an independent level for these lists. During the 
High School word list, the student identified nine words automatically and 4 words by decoding. 




Figure 1. QRI-5 Word List Inventory results for the student in the control condition. 
Instructional level estimated at Upper Middle School word list.   
 During the pretest, the student had zero miscues during the oral reading of the Level Five 
passage and read at a rate of 158 words per minute. This showed that the student was 
independent in his oral fluency at this level. During the retell of the text the student only 
identified 15 out of 81 story elements. Additionally, the student correctly answered six out of 
eight comprehension questions. The threshold for determining instructional reading level is six to 
seven correct comprehension questions, thus placing him at a Level Five instructional reading 
level.  
The student in the experimental condition pretested at a fourth grade reading level 
according to the QRI-5. During the word list inventory portion of the QRI-5, the student scored 
as Independent for the Third and Fifth grade lists. On the Fourth grade list she automatically 
identified 15 words and identified two words by decoding (independent level). For the Sixth 
grade list, she identified 14 words automatically and one word by decoding; making Sixth grade 
as her instructional level for the word list inventory. On the Upper Middle School word list the 
student identified 11 out of 20 words automatically and identified one additional word by 
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decoding the letter sounds in the word. This put her at a frustration level for the Upper Middle 
School list (see Figure 2).  
 
Figure 2.  QRI-5 Word List Inventory results for the student in the experimental condition. 
Instructional level estimated at Sixth Grade word list.   
 During the pretest, the student in the experimental condition had eight miscues during the 
oral reading of the Level Four passage and read at a rate of 118 words per minute. Having eight 
miscues in oral reading identified this as the student’s instructional reading level. During the 
retell of the text the student identified 15 out of 47 story elements. Additionally, the student 
correctly answered six out of eight comprehension questions. The threshold for determining 
instructional reading level is six to seven correct comprehension questions, thus placing her at a 
Level Four instructional reading level. 
 At the beginning of the study the student in the control condition and the student in the 
experimental condition were at two different reading levels. The student in the control condition 
read at 158 words per minute (WPM) compared to 118 words per minute for the student in the 
experimental condition. In addition to reading at a faster rate, the student in the control condition 
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eight. This showed that the student in the control condition had better oral fluency and showed 
more accuracy in reading than the student in the experimental condition.  
 The student in the control condition included a smaller percentage of the text in the oral 
retell than the student in the experimental group, but both students answered six out of eight 
comprehension questions correctly (see Table 3).  
Table 3 
Pretest Results 
Reading Skill Control Condition Experimental Condition 
WPM 158 118 
Oral Reading Miscues 0 8 
Percentage of Text Retold 18.52% 31.91% 
Correct Answers 6 6 
Reading Level 5th Instructional 4th Instructional 
 
Graphic Organizer and Written Retell Intervention Results 
 The student in the control condition did not participate in any of the interventions and 
attended the typical reading instruction provided by the school. The student in the experimental 
condition participated in the ten intervention sessions over the course of five weeks in addition to 
the typical reading instruction provided by the school. During the first session of each week I 
modeled using the graphic organizer to take notes and then asked the student to use the graphic 
organizer to take notes on a different text. After reading and taking notes on the text the student 
was asked to write a retell of what they just read. Each session ended with the student answering 
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ten comprehension questions about the text. The second session of each week started with me 
modeling how to take notes on a graphic organizer using the text the student read in the previous 
session. The student then practiced using the graphic organizer again but with a novel text, wrote 
a retell of the text, and answered ten comprehension questions. After the ten intervention 
sessions both students took posttests using the same assessment to measure reading growth.  
During the intervention sessions, the student in the experimental condition answered 
comprehension questions related the passage read at the end of every session. During the first 
session the student correctly answer six out of ten comprehension questions. The student 
improved the amount of comprehension questions she answered correctly per session throughout 
the course of the intervention (see Figure 3). 
 
 Figure 3. Comprehension questions answered correctly by the student during the experimental 
condition at the end of intervention sessions. 
 The passages used for the intervention did not have a consistent number of story elements 
so I was unable to analyze the written retell from each session for the number of story elements 
recalled, but instead determined the percentage of the story elements included. I determined the 





















different settings, and events that related to the plot of the story. I determined the total number of 
story elements for expository texts by adding up the following parts of the text: subject, 
descriptions of the subject, background information on the subject, key ideas, and conclusions 
made by the author. The student improved in the percentage of the text retold (see Figure 4).  
 
Figure 4. Percentage of story elements included in written retell by student in experimental 
condition after reading and taking notes on a passage. 
 
I also analyzed the written retells for the language used. In the first session, fifty percent 
of the sentences included in the retell were descriptive statements about the main character. 
These sentences did not include information about the plot of the story. In later sessions, the 
written retells started to follow the plot of the story more, with closer to 25 percent of the retell 
being descriptive statements about the main character. In written retells for expository texts, the 
participant included more details about the subject of the text. The participant did not show as 
much of an improvement in the retelling of expository texts as she did in the retelling of 
narrative texts. In the third session, the first one that included an expository text, close to two-
thirds of the statements were just general information that only described the topic of the text. 























the passage. In the eight session, the last one that included an expository text, a little more than 
half of the statements included in the written retell included supporting details or specific 
information shared in the passage. 
Post-test Results: Within Student Comparison 
 The student in the control condition took the posttest after the five week intervention took 
place with the student in the experimental condition. The student in the control condition read the 
same passage that was used in the pretest as prescribed by the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). 
The student tested at a level five instructional level. During the posttest, the student had zero 
miscues during the oral reading of the passage and read at a rate of 162 words per minute (see 
Figure 5).  
 
Figure 5. Pretest and Posttest reading rate scores as measured on the QRI-5 for the student in the 
control condition.  
 
 The student in the control condition had zero miscues during his pretest and his posttest. 

















condition was independent in his oral fluency at this level. During the retell of the text the 
student identified 25 out of 81 story elements (see Figure 6).  
 
Figure 6. Pretest and Posttest percentage of story elements included in oral retell as measured by 
the QRI-5 by the student in the student in the control condition.  
 
Additionally, the student correctly answered seven out of eight comprehension questions 
(see Figure 7).  
 
Figure 7. Pretest and Posttest scores for correctly answered comprehension questions as 














































The threshold for determining instructional reading level is six to seven correct 
comprehension questions, thus placing him at a Level Five instructional reading level. The 
student in the control condition grew in reading rate, percent of story elements included in the 
retell, and comprehension questions answered correctly but did not grow in overall reading level 
according to the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). 
The student in the experimental condition took the posttest after participating in the five 
weeks of intervention. The student also re-read the same instructional passage that was used in 
the pretest as prescribed by the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). During the posttest, the student 
in the experimental condition had one miscue during the oral reading of the Level Four passage 
and read at a rate of 130 words per minute (see Figure 8). 
 
Figure 8. Pretest and Posttest reading rate scores as measured on the QRI-5 for the student in the 
experimental condition . 
 
Having one miscue in the oral reading identified this as the student’s independent reading 
















Figure 9. Pretest and Posttest number of miscues made during the oral reading as measured by 
the QRI-5 for the student in the experimental condition. 
 
During the retell of the text the student identified 37 out of 47 story elements (see Figure 
10).  
 
Figure 10.  Pretest and Posttest percentage of story elements included in oral retell as measured 
by the QRI-5 by the student in the student in the experimental condition. 
 
Additionally, the student correctly answered all eight comprehension questions (see 







































Figure 11.  Pretest and Posttest scores for correctly answered comprehension questions as 
measured by the QRI-5 for the student in the experimental condition. 
 
The threshold for determining independent reading level is eight correct comprehension 
questions thus placing her at a Level Four independent reading level. The student in the 
experimental condition grew in all aspects of the reading assessment. The student did not grow to 
a new reading level but did progress on the Level Four text from an instructional level to an 
independent level according to the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). 
Comparison of Student Growth Across Students 
 Both students involved in the study grew in at least three sections of the QRI-5 
assessment, but the student in the experimental condition grew more in each section. The student 
in the control condition increased his reading rate by four words per minute. The student in the 

































Figure 12. Growth made on posttest in reading rate as measured by the QRI-5 for students in the 
control and experimental condition. 
 In the oral retell section of the QRI-5, the student in the experimental condition grew 
more than the student in the control condition. The student in the control condition included 
12.34 percent more idea units from the text in the posttest. The student in the experimental 
condition included 59.15 percent more idea units from the text in the posttest (see Figure 13), 
growing almost five times more than the student in the control condition. 
 
Figure 13.  Growth made on posttest in percentage of story elements included in oral retell as 




































In the comprehension question section of the QRI-5, the student in the experimental 
condition grew more than the student in the control condition. The student in the control 
condition answered one more comprehension questions correctly in the posttest. The student in 
the experimental condition answered two more comprehension questions correctly in the posttest 
(see Figure 14). 
 
Figure 14.  Growth made on posttest in correctly answered comprehension questions as 
measured by the QRI-5 for students in the control and experimental condition. 
 
The student in the control condition did not improve enough in the individual sections of 
the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) to show an increase in overall reading level, and stayed at a 
level five instructional reading level. The student in the experimental condition did show enough 
improvement in the individual sections of the QRI-5 to show progress in reading level, and grew 



























Findings Related to the Research Question 
 The results described above show growth in different aspects of reading, but growth in 
overall reading level primarily connects to the research questions of this study, 1) Does 
instruction on structured note taking improve reading comprehension? 2) Does repeated practice 
of writing a retell of a text increase reading comprehension? The results described above show 
the student in the experimental condition grew from level four instructional to level four 
independent as assessed on the QRI-5, while the student in the control condition displayed no 
growth in overall reading level. The growth made in the number of comprehension questions 
answered correctly at the end of each session and the percentage of story elements included in 
the retell also connect to the research questions of this study. The results described above show 
the student grew in the number of comprehension questions answered correctly from six to nine 
and grew in the percent of the story elements included in the retell from 20.51% to 61.18%.  
Thus, it appears that instruction on structured note taking and repeated practice of writing a retell 
of a text improved reading comprehension within this study.  
Conclusion 
During the intervention the student in the experimental condition increased the number of 
comprehension questions answered correctly at the end of the session. In the first session, she 
answered six of the questions correctly, whereas in the final two sessions, she answered nine of 
the questions correctly. The pretest and posttest data showed that the student in the experimental 
condition grew more than the student in the control group in the same amount of time. Even 
though both students did improve in the reading rate, oral retell, and comprehension question 
sections of the QRI-5, the student in the control condition did not improve in his overall reading 
level, while the student in the experimental condition progressed within her reading level, from 
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instructional to independent. The student in the experimental condition comparatively grew the 
most in the percent of the story included in the oral retell. Additionally the student in 
experimental condition showed significant growth in the number of story elements included in 
her written retells for both narrative and expository texts. She showed more growth in her retells 
of narrative texts than she did for retells of expository texts. In Chapter Five, I connect the results 
of the current study to existing research, explain the results, explore the strengths and limitations 
















Chapter Five: Conclusions 
 The two student case study with a single subject design described in the above chapters 
sought to determine the effectiveness of a researcher-designed reading intervention that engaged 
one student in using a graphic organizer to take notes and writing a retell of a text after reading. 
The study has two research questions, 1) Does instruction on structured note taking improve 
reading comprehension? and 2) Does repeated practice of retelling a text increase reading 
comprehension? The purpose of using a graphic organizer to take notes while reading the text 
was to provide a structured and consistent way for the student to practice taking notes and 
organize their thoughts while reading. Using the graphic organizer allowed for the note-taking to 
be replicable week in and week out. The idea of having students write a written retell after 
reading a passage came from the study done by Schisler et al. (2010) in which they studied the 
effectiveness of students doing an oral retelling of a text, a written retelling of a text, or 
reviewing the passage. Schisler et al. (2010) determined that students who either wrote a written 
retell of the passage or orally retold the passage were able to answer more comprehension 
questions correctly than students that engaged in a review of the passage. The researchers also 
determined that students that engaged in oral and written retells improved more in their overall 
reading ability than students that engaged in a review of the passage in the same amount of time. 
The idea of finding an intervention that could help struggling readers grow quickly and close the 
gap between them and their on-grade-level peers was a main motivation for this study. 
The study also sought to determine if these interventions could lead to accelerated 
reading growth when compared to the growth made by students only participating in typical 
courses. High school students have such a limited time before they need to be ready for the 
academic rigors of college. I wanted to apply the idea of having students practice retelling a text 
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to the high school age group. The Schisler et al. (2010) study involved third grade students 
whereas the current study was designed for freshmen in high school with the goal of helping 
closing the skill gap for students that currently are reading two or more years below grade level.  
In the current study, I administered a pretest to both participants in order to determine 
their independent reading levels. The assessment used for the pretest and post-test was the 
Qualitative Reading Inventory, Fifth Edition (QRI-5; Caldwell & Leslie, 2011). After the pretest 
was administered, the students were split into a control condition and an experimental condition. 
The student in the control condition continued with normal instruction and classes. The student 
in the experimental condition, in addition to her normal classes, attended ten reading intervention 
sessions on the use of a graphic organizer while reading and writing a retell of the text after 
reading. The ten sessions happened over the course of five weeks. During the first session of 
each week I modeled using the graphic organizer to take notes and then asked the student to use 
the graphic organizer to take notes on a different text. After reading and taking notes on the text 
the student was asked to write a retell of what he or she just read. Each session ended with the 
student answering ten comprehension questions about the text. The second session of each week 
started with the researcher modeling how to take notes on a graphic organizer using the text the 
student read in the previous session. The student then practiced using the graphic organizer 
again, wrote a retell of the text, and answered ten comprehension questions. After the ten 
intervention sessions both students took a posttest using the same assessment to measure reading 
growth. My hypothesis was that the student in the experimental condition would show more 
reading comprehension growth on the QRI-5 than the student in the control condition. 
This concluding chapter will seek to connect the two student case study with a single 
subject design to existing research related to differentiated in-class reading instruction, 
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supplementary reading instruction, reading interventions for students with Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder, and reading intervention strategies involving retelling and the use of 
graphic organizers. Additionally, the chapter will provide an explanation of the results stated 
above, as well as a discussion of the strengths and limitations of the research design and 
implementation. Finally, recommendations for future research as well as implications for 
personal practice will be offered on the basis of the research results outlined above. 
Connections to Existing Research 
 In this section, research on reading interventions summarized in Chapter 2 will be 
reviewed in order to connect literature to the current action research purpose and design. This 
section will provide specific detail as to how the current action research was founded and 
designed, as well as provide context for the interest in which the action research was founded. 
 There are numerous studies done on reading intervention programs and strategies with a 
wide variety of scope and design. Amidst this variety, many researchers designed studies to 
determine the effectiveness of differentiated in class reading instruction.  Little et al. (2014) 
study sought to determine the effectiveness of replacing regular reading curriculum with an 
independent interest-based program at improving scores on standardized assessments. The Little 
et al. (2014) study had unclear results due to a lack of fidelity by teachers in carrying out the 
interventions, but it was clear that students that read a wide variety of independently chosen on-
grade-level texts either grew at the same rate or more than peers receiving regular instruction. 
Even though the results of the Little et al. (2014) study were inconclusive, the idea of given 
students choice in what they read influenced the design of the current study by allowing the 




Further research on the effectiveness of in class reading interventions sought to determine 
the effectiveness of a Tier II reading intervention. The study by Vaughn et al. (2010), used the 
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS: Texas Education Agency, 2004) to assess 
growth in students reading ability. The intervention involved sixth grade students meeting with 
their instructors in small groups of 10-15 students for instruction in vocabulary and 
comprehension strategies and remedial skills like decoding and fluency. Vaughn et al. (2010) 
determined that students in the Tier II intervention group on average grew more than their peers. 
The specific instructional strategies implemented by Vaughn e al. (2010) were not adapted to the 
current study, but the study’s structure and design of using a consistent pretest and posttest to 
measure reading growth as well as meeting with students in small groups did influence the 
design of the current study. 
Literature on supplementary reading instruction was critical in informing the design of 
the current study because the interventions had to take place outside the regular classroom due to 
scheduling restraints. The regular reading class in which study participants were attending is 50 
minutes, leaving very little time for small group or independent work with an instructor, 
especially specific instruction on note-taking and written retells.  
In Dyson et al. (2008) study, researchers found participation in a one-on-one tutoring 
program that occurred outside of the regular reading instruction lead to faster growth in reading 
comprehension, especially for students categorized as “low-performing.” The design of the 
current study to meet with students in the experimental group outside of regular instruction was 
influenced by the Dyson et al. (2008) study. Additional research on the effectiveness of 
supplemental reading instruction was done to determine if tutoring in content specific reading 
instruction can increase performance in those content areas. Vaughn et al. (2014). The Vaughn et 
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al. (2014) study did determined that content specific interventions can lead to both increased 
reading comprehension and improved performance in content coursework. The Vaughn et al. 
(2104) study influenced the current study to include informational texts. The current study was 
not designed to find a connection between the graphic organizer and retelling intervention and 
content coursework, but it was designed to improve reading comprehension like the Vaughn et 
al. (2014) study.  
In a different study by McGee (1982), the researchers sought to make a connection 
between awareness of text structure and reading ability. They discovered that “good” readers had 
a higher awareness of text structure. This was determined by analyzing how many idea units 
students included in a written retell. The current study varies greatly from this study in design, 
but incorporated McGee’s (1982) findings that “good” readers were aware of text structure by 
including instruction on using a graphic organizer to take notes while reading texts. The graphic 
organizer was designed to highlight the text structure and organization of the text. 
Literature on retelling interventions were incredibly influential in the design of the 
current study, particularly the intervention itself. The study by Schisler et al. (2010) sought to 
determine the instructional effectiveness and efficiency of oral retelling, written retelling, and 
passage-review. The Schisler et al. (2010) study determined that having students do either an oral 
or written retell of a text in combination with repeated reading led to greater gains in reading 
comprehension than asking students to do a passage review in combination with repeated 
readings. The current study adapted the idea of using a written retell as part of a reading 
intervention because Schisler et al. found that having students do a written retell lead to an 
increase in their reading comprehension. The Schisler et al. study was not the only research done 
that included having students do a written or oral retell as a part of the intervention. In Gambrell 
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et al. (1985) study they determined that students who were taught note taking and retelling 
strategies had better comprehension of a text when compared to students who illustrated what 
they read in picture form. The Gambrell et al. (1985) study further cemented both aspects of the 
current study’s intervention, using a graphic organizer for note taking and writing a retell of a 
text. Further research on the effectiveness of retelling interventions was done by Gambrell et al. 
(1991) to determine if retelling interventions were more effective at improving reading 
comprehension for proficient or less-proficient readers. Gambrell et al. (1991) determined that 
although asking all students to engage in and practice doing an oral retell of a text, it is more 
effective at increasing the reading comprehension of less-proficient readers, than proficient 
readers. This connects directly to the current study because the purpose of the current study was 
to find interventions and reading practices that can help students who are below grade level catch 
up to their on-grade-level peers. The Gambrell et al. study was designed for fourth graders, while 
the current study is trying to replicate some of its design to determine the effectiveness of a 
retelling intervention with high school-age students.  
The studies by Blickenstaff et al. (2013) and Hagaman and Reid (2008) used developed 
reading strategies designed to help students retell a text. Blickenstaff et al. determined that the 
use of the Five-Finger Retell (Richardson, 2009) with elementary age students lead to an 
increase in reading comprehension. The Hagaman and Reid (2008) study used a method 
previously developed by Schumaker, Denton, and Deshler called Read a Paragarph (RAP: 1984). 
The RAP intervention involved having student paraphrase key information and the main idea of 
each paragraph orally while reading. Hagaman and Reid determined that students that 
participating in the RAP intervention showed significant growth in the number of story elements 
included in a retell of a text. The current study did not specifically use either the five-finger retell 
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(Richardson, 2009) or the RAP (Schumaker et al., 1984) strategy, it did include having students 
take notes while reading, which is similar to paraphrasing, and used an age appropriate retelling 
method.  
The study by de Quirós et al. (2012) examined how instruction on structured story 
reading can impact a student’s reading comprehension. The researchers determined that students 
who participated in a reading program designed around repeated interactions with the same text 
that culminated in writing a retell of the text had higher reading growth than students who 
participated in regular reading instruction. The intervention for the current research involves the 
teacher using the same text from first session of each week to model taking notes on a graphic 
organizer during the second session of the week. The idea to use the text from the previous 
session was adapted from the de Quirós et al. (2012) study. 
There are many different studies that seek to determine the effectiveness of a reading 
intervention program. Many of the interventions used in the studies above did lead to increased 
reading comprehension for students involved in the study, but the interventions that over and 
over again were consistent in increasing reading comprehension ability were retelling 
interventions. The main difference between the current study, and the above studies that used 
retelling interventions, is that the current study includes only high school participants, whereas 
the previous research used only middle school and elementary age students. By using high 
school participants, the current study seeks to add to the wealth of research on the topic by 





Explanation of Results 
 This section will discuss the results outlined in Chapter 4, and explain what the results 
imply. Specifically, the tables and figures provided in Chapter 4 will be expounded upon and 
assessment results from the Qualitative Reading Inventory, Fifth Edition (QRI-5; Caldwell & 
Leslie, 2011) for each student will be compared. 
 The pretest results from the QRI-5 assessment showed that the student in the control 
condition began the study at a Fifth-Grade Instructional level while the student in the 
experimental condition began the study at a Fourth-Grade Instructional level. It would have been 
ideal to have both students test at the same level, but since they were only one level apart and 
both were performing more than two years below grade level they were chosen as participants in 
the study.  
 The student in the experimental condition answered comprehension questions connected 
to the text used at the end of each session. Over the ten sessions the student improved in the 
number of questions answer correctly from six correct questions in the first session to nine 
correct questions in the last two sessions. This implies that the student’s ability to comprehend 
texts improved as she participated in the study. This improvement in reading comprehension can 
be attributed to the time spent retelling passages. During the course of the intervention the 
student in the experimental group practiced retelling the passage before answering the questions, 
this repetition of writing about the passage helped the student remember the main ideas of the 
story. The written retells of the text were also analyzed to determine what percentage of the text 
was included. The student improved in the percentage of text elements included over the course 
of the study from 20.51 percent of text elements included in the first session to 61.18 percent of 
text elements included in the tenth session. The percentage of text elements included were 
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significantly lower during Week Two and Week Four of the intervention. This could be 
attributed to the use of informational texts during those weeks as opposed to the narrative texts 
used during Week One, Week Three, and Week Five. When the type of text is taken into 
account, the student grew in the percentage of text elements included for both narrative and 
informational texts. The growth in percentage of text elements included can be attributed to the 
practice of retelling texts during the intervention. Since the student practiced retelling the 
passage it was expected that she would improve in her written retells. The student in the control 
condition did not participate in any of the interventions so for these two data sets, there is no 
comparison between the experimental and control condition. 
 In Chapter Four, the Post-test Results start by comparing the each student’s pretest scores 
to their posttests scores, then compares the growth. The student in the control condition increased 
his reading rate from 158 words per minute to 162 words per minute. The student in the 
experimental condition increased her reading rate from 118 words per minute to 130 words per 
minute. The student in the control did not make any miscues during the oral reading portion of 
the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) so his growth in word reading accuracy was unable to be 
measured for this subtest. The student in the experimental condition had seven fewer miscues 
during the post-test of her oral reading portion of the QRI-5. Even though the study was not 
designed to improve reading rate or fluency, it did lead to growth in both areas for the student in 
the experimental condition. The lack of improvement for the student in the control condition 
could be due to that fact that he did not make any miscues during the oral reading and therefore, 
may have read at a normal or even fast reading rate for the given text.  
 On the oral retell portion of the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011), the student in the 
control condition included 12.34 percent more of the text in the posttest. For the oral retell 
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portion the student in the experimental condition included 59.15 percent more of the text in the 
posttest. Comparing the results on this subtest shows that the student in the experiment condition 
grew almost five times more than the student in the control condition. The intervention focused 
on having the student write a retell of the text, so the large increase in this subtest was expected 
and shows that the intervention was successful at improving reading comprehension by this 
measure. It was successful because the student included 71.49 percent of the text elements in her 
retell of the passage in the posttest. She was able to recall a majority of the text elements in this 
passage because she had specific practice at retelling passages and knew how to add more detail 
to the retell. Being able to retell more of a passage leads to greater comprehension because it 
means that the student remembers more of the details from the passage. 
 The final subtest in the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) is a set of eight comprehension 
questions. The student in the control condition answered one more comprehension correctly in 
his posttest than he did on his pretest. The student in the experimental condition answer two 
more questions correctly on the posttest than she did on the pretest, growing one more point than 
the student in the control condition. These data give evidence that the intervention was 
successful in increasing reading comprehension better than just attended regular reading courses. 
The student in the control condition only attended regular reading courses while the student in 
the experimental condition attended regular reading courses and the retelling interventions. Since 
the student in the experimental showed more growth in this subtest, it implies that participation 
in the retelling intervention led to greater growth than only attended the typical reading 
instruction. 
 The scores and growth made in the subtests of the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) by 
the student in control condition did not indicate growth in overall reading level. The scores and 
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growth made in the subtests of the QRI-5 by the student in the experimental condition were 
enough to indicate growth from Level Four instructional to Level Four independent. Since the 
student in the experimental condition made progress within her reading level in the QRI-5, the 
intervention was successful in increasing reading comprehension at a faster rate than having 
students participate in regular courses only. 
 Analysis of the growth made on the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) showed the graphic 
organizer and retelling intervention was successful in increasing student reading comprehension 
levels. Furthermore, the student in the experimental group grew more than the student in the 
control group, showing that participating in the intervention increased reading level rather than 
only participating in regular reading instruction. These results show that this intervention could 
help below grade level readers catch up to more advanced peers. 
Discussion of the Connections between the Literature and Results 
 In Chapter Two I discussed research done on different types of reading interventions and 
programs that fit into four different categories: differentiated in class reading instruction, 
supplementary reading instruction, reading interventions for students with Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), and reading intervention strategies involving retelling and the 
use of graphic organizers. The current action research did not include any students that were 
diagnosed with ADHD so the results do not add anything to previous research done on that topic. 
Additionally, the current research was not designed to replace a reading curriculum, and 




 The current research was designed as supplementary reading instruction and meant to add 
to the regular reading instruction similar Vaughn et al. (2014) and Dyson et al. (2008). 
Specifically, the Dyson et al. study included one on and one tutoring just like the current 
research. In the Dyson et al. study, the tutoring focused on vocabulary, word study, reading 
comprehension, phonemic awareness, and fluency whereas the current action research focused 
on structured note-taking and writing written retells. The results of both the current research and 
the Dyson et al. study show that one-to-one tutoring in addition to attending regular courses is 
likely to lead to growth in reading comprehension. The current study aligns with the previously 
existing research to show that students benefit from one-to-one instruction in reading. 
 The intervention used in the current research is very similar to the intervention used in 
the Gambrel et al. (1991) study. In the current research the intervention was designed to have 
students write a written retell of a passage immediately after reading. In the Gambrel et al. study 
the participants either gave an oral retell, a written retell, or engaged in a passage review after 
reading a text. The results of the Gambrel et al. study showed that students who engaged in either 
written or oral retells of the passage grew more than the students that engaged in a passage 
review. The results of the current study connect to the Gambrel et al. study because the data 
show that the retelling intervention was also successful for improving the reading comprehension 
ability for high school students. The current research was able to replicate the results of the 
Gambrel et al. study with a different age group, showing that retelling interventions may be 
effective for students of almost any age group. 
 Finally, the only other study reviewed that taught structured note taking was done by 
Gambrel et al. (1985). This study showed that students who were taught note taking strategies in 
addition to retelling texts improved in reading comprehension more than students that illustrated 
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what they read. In the current study, students were taught both structured note taking and asked 
to write a retell of what they read. The results of the current study show that this intervention can 
lead to growth in reading comprehension and are consistent with the results from the Gambrel et 
al. study.  The biggest addition to the existing research is that the retelling intervention was 
proven to be successful at improving reading growth for high school age students and not just 
elementary age students. 
Strengths and Limitations 
In this section, the strengths and limitations of the research design will be outlined and 
described. The strengths given for the current action research include the use of the QRI-5 
(Caldwell & Leslie, 2011) for pre and posttest assessments, allowing the participants to 
participate in all regular coursework, and having a straightforward, easy to replicate intervention. 
The limitations given for the two student case study with a single subject design action research 
include the use of only one reading assessment for the pre and posttest, the lack of longevity in 
the research design, as well as the limited number of participants involved.  
 The greatest strength of the research design was the use of the QRI-5 (Caldwell & Leslie, 
2011) as a consistent assessment for the both the pretest and posttest. The QRI-5 is a reading 
assessment with established validity and reliability. Having data from the same assessment 
allowed for the comparison of each participants pretest and posttest and the growth made by the 
student in the experimental and control condition. Additionally, the QRI-5 has several different 
subtests that allow for in depth analysis of data and not just the determination of overall reading 
level. Even though the study was not designed to measure growth in reading rate or fluency, the 
results from the QRI-5 show that the intervention did lead to growth in both of those reading 
skills. Since only one reading test was used, the results are very clear, and involved no 
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guesswork at how different reading assessments line up to determine growth in reading 
comprehension.  
Another strength of the study was that it did not require the student in the experimental 
condition to miss any of her regular coursework. This allowed the student to focus on the 
interventions at hand instead of worry about making up the work she missed during class. Also, 
this allows the current research done to fit into previous research done by Dyson et al. (2008), 
McGee (1982), and Vaughn et al. (2014) that implemented supplemental reading instruction 
interventions. 
Additionally, the design of the intervention itself is a strength of the action research. 
Since the student in the experimental condition received consistent messaging, modeling, and 
practice during all of the sessions it allowed for the intervention to be same each week. Without 
consistent messaging the intervention would not be replicable. Since the design of the 
intervention was simple and straightforward, the methods used in the current action research 
could be replicated by other researchers. Since a verbal protocol was not used for this study, 
researchers would not be able to replicate the intervention exactly, but they could use the same 
graphic organizers have students write a retell of the passage when they finish reading. 
Although the use of only one assessment is a major strength of the research design, it was 
also one of the limitations of the research. Only having one measure for overall reading growth 
makes the results of the study less powerful. If another reputable reading assessment was used to 
confirm the results of the research it would have more conclusively shown the effects of the 
intervention. Further, it would have allowed for more comparison between the pre and posttests 
in addition to more comparison in the growth made by the experimental and control conditions. 
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The longevity of the study is also a major limitation of the research design. Five weeks is 
a short amount of time to implement an intervention and measure overall reading growth. To 
truly determine if the graphic organizer and retelling intervention could successfully help a 
below grade level reader catch up to his or her on-grade-level peers, the intervention need to 
continue over the course of the whole year or even longer. This would have allowed for analysis 
on if the intervention is only successful when utilized for short periods of time or if it can show 
increased results.   
Similar to the limitation of longevity is the limitation of the number of participants. The 
research design included only two students due to number of informed consent forms returned. 
With only two students involved in the study, there is not enough data to prove the effectiveness 
of the intervention. The intervention needs to be tested on more students to see if it can lead to 
increased reading comprehension.  
Another limitation to the research design was the lack of including an on-grade-level 
reader in the study. Since the purpose of the study was to determine if the intervention could help 
below grade level readers catch up to on-grade-level peers, it would have been more beneficial to 
compare growth made by the below grade level reader in the experimental condition to growth 
made by the on-grade-level reader participating in typical coursework. Since the student in the 
control condition was also far below grade level in reading ability, the design of the study only 






Recommendations for Future Research 
 If future research is conducted on the effectiveness of a retelling intervention on 
improving overall reading comprehension the study should take place over a longer period of 
time. The current research only measured reading growth made during a five-week period. If 
further research is conducted over longer periods of time, it could determine if the retelling 
intervention should be incorporated into regular reading curriculum or if it should just be used in 
reading interventions. Additionally, future research on retelling interventions could include using 
retelling as a part of a reading classroom’s regular curriculum. Again, this would determine if 
retelling is an effective instructional strategy to use for whole class instruction or just in small 
group or one-to-one tutoring sessions. 
 If future researchers wanted to replicate the current action research, I would recommend 
utilizing only one of the strategies used. The current research included instruction on using a 
graphic organizer to take notes while reading and asked the student to write a retell of the 
passage after reading. Since there were two variables, it is unclear whether the growth in reading 
comprehension came from the use of the graphic organizer or the retelling of the passages. 
Picking one or the other would allow for the isolation of one variable and a true determination of 
the interventions effectiveness. 
Recommendations for Students and Implications for Personal Practice 
 In this section, I will provide recommendations for students based on the action research 
in tandem with the review of literature on reading intervention programs and retelling 
interventions. Recommendations for students will be geared first towards school, and then 
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extended to home. These recommendations will be based on the data gathered and conclusions 
drawn in this action research. 
 Based on the data collected and reviewed above, my recommendation for students that 
score below grade level on reading assessments, would be to use a consistent method to take 
notes while reading and to practice writing a retell what they read. This intervention could 
involve the classroom teacher designing classroom instruction to incorporate the use of a graphic 
organizer and creating time for students to practice writing retells of a passage. It also could 
involve utilizing this type of intervention for just some students in the class that are performing 
at a lower level than their peers. The teacher would need to plan time to explicitly teach how to 
use these to practices to the whole class, or the individual students that will be using them. This 
could be used to help teach reading standards that involve finding the main idea and key details 
of a text as outlined in the College Readiness Standards (ACT, Inc., 2016).  Even though the 
results of this action research only show that this intervention can lead to growth for students 
reading below grade level, it could possibly be used for students of all reading abilities. 
 One specific recommendation I would make for parents, is to ensure that any private 
tutoring children receive on reading involves having students retell the text if reading 
comprehension is an area weakness. The results of this study show that having students retell a 
text in writing leads to greater comprehension of the specific text being read and improvement in 
the student’s overall reading ability. This intervention could be used to help facilitate reading 
growth and help students that are behind catch up. 
 Throughout the course of the action research I learned a lot about my practice as an 
instructor and a researcher. When teaching reading, I will plan lessons to include opportunities 
for students to write or share a retell of a text. Additionally, I plan on using graphic organizers to 
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help students to structure notes and thoughts about texts they are reading. I also want to do 
informal research and data analysis on a continual basis to analyze the effectiveness of my 
instructional practice. 
 The results from this action research clearly showed that the use of one-to-one instruction 
on the use of a graphic organizer and written retelling of a text can lead to growth in reading 
level for students reading below grade level. The results showed that participation in the 
intervention lead to more growth than only attended regular coursework. If the graphic organizer 
and written retelling intervention was effective in increasing growth in overall reading level for 
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 Appendix A  
Literature Text Note Taking Graphic Organizer 
Use bullet points to fill in the five boxes to give 




    
 
In the boxes that follow record “Who” is doing “What” for every two or three paragraphs. 
 
         
 
 
         
 
 







Informational Text Note Taking Graphic Organizer 
Record the correct information in each box. 
Topic  
Text Features  
 









































































QRI-5 Assessment Materials 
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